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* 0 8 the author o the following tra# is perſuaded, | 


by reaſons perfetily ſatisfaffory to himſelf, that in. 
fant baptiſm is no more founded in ſcripture than the 
baptiſm of bells, or the doctrine of Purgatory, he 
hopes that no friend to the freedom of enquiry and 
of debate, and to the right of private judgment, will 
cenſure. bim for having expreſſed himlelf ſo freely on 
the ſubjef?. Thoſe who are really of that character 


- will peruſe his letters with candor, how much ſoever 
they may differ from him in ſentiment. He is aware, 


indeed, that the far greater part of the religious 
World by no means come under the above deſcrip- 


tion; being, evidently, ſo far attached to favou- 


ite preconceptions, as not to be any wiſe diſpoſed ts 
give what may . be. advanced againſt them a fair 
Bearing. They clearly diſcover a ſtrong averſion to 
7 efleftion and cloſe thinking, and a fixed reſolution to 


admit of nothing that is unfriendly to their preſent 
Principles. In ſhort, they ſeem to, be governed by a 


moxim ſomewhat akin to that which Prior has ſome- 


where put into the mauth of the Vicar of Bray: 


+ Viz. — Conſcience, like a fiery horſe, 
Will ſtumble if you check his courſe ; 
© But ride him wish an eaſy rein, 
And rub him down with worldly gain, 
Hell carry you through thick and thin, a 
Safe, although. dirty, to your inn.“ 


83 ft theſe the author does not expect that 


tbe e letters. will meet with a favourable re- 
ceplion: without any ſolicitude, however, about 


that, he humbly recommends them to the ſerious a+. 


tention of the candid reader, and ta the bleffing of | 


God. 


; . 2 | DT | ; * 1 


I. ET TEN V 
REVEREND SIR, 


Yoon Reply to my RE vIEw of the STRICTURES 
on INFANT RAPTISM I have read with care and im- 
partiality, and not without ſome degree of pleaſure. 
The book, I doubt not, will anſwer a good purpoſe.— 
Though it may ſerve to ſtrengthen the prejudice of 


ſome in favour of Infant ſprinkÞing, yet I verily believe 


there is reaſon to expect that, like your former piece, 
it will help to convince others that that uſage is not 


from Heaven, but of men—not A CNY but an An- 


tichriſtian ordinance. 


Your Strifures have been already of no ſmall ak to 
ſome ſerious people in their enquiries about Baptiſm 


One of them has lately declared, that Mr. Carter's 


Strictures on Infant Baptiſm have been the means, in 


a great meaſure, of convincing him that Infant ſprink- 
ling is an human tradition, and that the immerſion of 
| believers in water, in the name of the Father, Son, 


and Holy Ghoſt, is the Baptiſm of the New Teſta- 2 


ment. Nor need you deem it at all ſtrange that your 


books ſhould produce theſe effects, for they are not the 
5 _ * che kind that have operated in this manner. 
A Theſe 
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Theſe ſame effects, Sir, are, it ſeems, but the common 


fruits of the labours of writers on your ſide of the 
queſtion. Even, the very laſt gentleman who ſtood up 


on that ſide before you was no leſs unfortunate than 
. yourſelf in that reſpect. 


Poſſeſſed, like his worthy 
ſucceſſor, of notable polemical talents and literary abi- 
lities, like him too he did real injury to the cauſe he 
meant to defend. Yes, Sir, the very ſpirited exertions 
of your immediate predeceſſor, the renowned Vicar of 
St. Alkmond's in Shrewſbury, have been very pernicious 
to his own cauſe, and greatly inſtrumental in promot- 


ing the ſentiments of the Baptiſts. The good Vicar, 


it is reported, had-the mortification to ſee, while he was 
in the hotteſt of the conflict, ſome of his own friends, 
and one, at leaſt, of his family, forſaking him and go- 
ing over to his opponents — convinced, after a moſt 
careful. and candid. attention to his. arguments, that the 
Bible was againſt him, Theſe, Sir, were diſagreeable 
and diſcouraging circumſtances—Mr., De Courcy, it is 


"ſaid, felt them. ſo, and diſgracefully quitted the field. 


He had given the public room to expect that he would 
hold out much longer; and the ſecand part of his Re- 


joinder was, according to his promiſe, anxiouſly ex pect- 


ed for ſome time. But the world, at length, ſaw that 
the young champion had had enough of it, and that 


there was but little reaſon. to expect ſeeing him engage 


- — 


I confeſs. I have often wondered that the Pedobaptiſts, 
and eſpecially ſo diſcerning a people as the Independents, 
are not yet convinced of the bad policy of publiſhing any 
thing upon baptiſm. I cannot find that it has ever done 
their cauſe any good, and I am ſure it has often done it 
a, great deal of harm. Indeed, it. may be urged as 
ſome. excuſe. for. the Norfolk Independents, that it. is 


again in that, controverſy. 


now the firſt time of their publiſhing on this ſubject 


at leaſt I have not learat that they have ever done * be- 
| | OtCs 


E 
fore. berge perhaps, will make them wiſer; 
and, probably, will convince them that they have now 
taken the wrong method to ſupport their cauſe. : 

I was a little ſurprized at the firſt ſight of your Re- 
viewer Reviewed, for I never expected you would have 
ſwelled it to a large ſhilling pamphlet. However, 
thought I, it may not be a bit the more formidable for 
its large ſize ; but, in all probability, is much leſs ſo.— 
The more bulky Goliah is, the more vulnerable. Sol 
took the book, and ſet about peruſing it; and, by the 
time I had tead it over, found I had gueſſed pretty right : 
For I had been able to diſcover nothing. formidable or 
forcible in any thing you had advanced againſt me. But 
I found declamation ſubſtituted in the room of argu- 
ment; preſumption in the room of proof; and an art- 
ful addreſs to the paſſions and the prejudices of your 
congregation, to which your book is dedicated, in the 
room of a fair and ſolid appeal to their underftanding 
and to the ſcripture. And as to your ile, it appears to 
de very well ſuited to your manner of reaſoning. Alt 
has, I confeſs, afforded me ſo much entertainment, 
while I was perufing your book, as tolerably compen- 
ſated for the frequent Wien. I received from ſome other 
things I met with there. US, WE, OUR, with many 
more ſuch conſequential and pompous terms, abound- 
ing in your tract, have marked all your pages with 
peculiar grace and dignity, Such embelliſhments, Sir, 
will not fail to recommend the Reviewer Reviewed to 
the far greater part of its readers. Mankind are fond 
of parade; and the author who ftruts in ſtate, and ex- 
preſſes himſelf with an air of ſelf-importance and dog- 
maticalneſs, eſpecially if he be on the popular fide of 
the queſtion, is ſure to find a crowd of admirers, who 
will always excuſe the weakneſs and inconcluſiveneſs 
of his argument. 


3 © 0 


SHED 
In your Dedication, the reader is informed that you 
have never, in all your public miniſtrations, ſtudiouſly 
dwelt on ſubjects of debate, unleſs thoſe ſubjects ap- 
peared of high moment. Which ſeems to imply that 
you have, in the courſe of your miniftry, often, and 
even moſtly, dwelt on ſuch topics as are not ſubjects of 
debate. This is, indeed, much more than I can ſay. 
On the contrary, I freely confeſs that I have never dwelt 
upon any but ſubjects of debate: And were 1 to avoid 
dwelling on ſubjects of debate, I ſhould leave myſelf 
no ſubject at all to dwell. upon; for I have not yet 
met with that religious article that has never been a ſub- 
ject of debate. Beſides, had there been truly any ſuch 
doctrines in Chriſtianity as never were ſubjects of de- 
bate, thoſe, of all others, methinks, would have been 
the leaf? neceſſary for a preacher to dwell upon; and 
that miniſter would be paying himſelf, and his hearers 
too, but a poor compliment, who would declare to 
them he had always dwelt on ſuch ſubjects.— It would 
be but informing them, in other words, that he has 
been moſt careful) to ſerve them in thoſe things wherein 
they leaſt wanted his ſervice. And, as to the term 
high moment, it applies to every thing in the Chriſtian 
religion. I know not any thing of ſmall moment that is 
marked with the authority of God. If you do, I ſhall 
be obliged to you for pointing it out. 

&* Yet, when purſuing the. courſe of our labours,” 
you add, in your own favourite ſtile, matters of con- 
troverſy have fallen in or way, we have not turned aſide _ 
as if afraid to meet them with all their force, nor ſo = 
handled them as to ereate ſuſpicion that in the things 
of God we reſpected any man's perſon.” I ſhall not 
preſume to ſay any thing farther to theſe words than 
juſt to hint that they ſeem to me to contain ſomething 
that appears a little remarkable; but whether it be 
unguarded vanity, if I may venture to borrow a PO 
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of yours, or profound molleſty and wiſdom, I will not 
take upon me to ſay. _ | 

« About fifteen months ago, you farther tell your 
people; © at the requeſt of ſome amongſt you, I pub- 
liſhed a diſcourſe on the ſame ſubject here contended 
for. That diſcourſe has been examined by orſe on the 
other ſide the queſtion, and you have now an opportu- 
nity to ſee the Reviewer Reviewed.” To give them an 
opportunity to ſee the Reviewer Reviewed may, for 
aught I know, be very right; but I could wiſh they 


had ſeen. and impartially peruſed, that tract too, to 
which the Reviewer Reviewed is called a Reply, as 1 


cannot perſuade myſelf that a fight of the latter alone 
can poſſibly give them a right view of the ſtate of the 
controverſy between us. Well as a partial repreſenta- 
tion of the diſpute may ſuit you and your cauſe, the 
candid byſtander, moſt probably, will think it rather 


ungenerous. It is to their attending only to your ac- 


count of the debate, that I aſcribe the notions that 


== now prevail amongſt your friends of my having a 


you ill in this diſpute; my laying claim to infallibiltty ; 
wiſhing to deprive my neighbour of the exerciſe of private 
judgment, &c. which are, indeed, heavy charges, but 
which, as it happens, have nothing elſe to ſupport 
them but certain zp/e dixits in the Reviewer Reviewed, 
together with the blind credulity and prejudice of the 


author's friends. 


The complaint of long flanding, which you mention at 
the beginning of your preface, certainly deſerves the 
conſideration of all polemical writers. Had you your- 
ſelf conſidered it with the candor and attention it de- 
ſerved, your book, without all doubt, would have been 
much leſs exceptionable and defective than it now ap- 
pears to be. But it was, it. ſeems, very far from your 
thoughts to let the law which you enforce with ſo much 


WW =Pparcnt earneſtneſs upon your neighbours be, in any 


meaſure, 


—— — 
* 
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8 . on yourſelf. And as to the picture 
of polemical miſconduct, which you have drawn in ſo 
maſterly a manner, it does not appear that it was de- 
ſigned fo much for a diſſuaſive from that kind of error, 
as to hold up the Review of the Strictures and its au- 
thor, as objects of contempt and abhorrence. For all 
that you ſay of the miſmanagement of ſubjects of con= 
troverſy, comes, at laſt, to this ſingle point, which is 
the concluſion of the whole matter. % How glaring-= | 
ly this is the caſe in a late Review, it is ſufficient only 
il to intimate.” To your friends, indeed, an intimation 
| From you may be ſufficient, and, pethaps, more than fuf- 
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ficient, but not fo, I zparchend, to other people. I 

can aſſure you I know ſeveral perſons, both Baptiſts 

and Pedobaptiſts, of as much ſagacity and penetration 

Mr. Carter, or any of his friends, who yet want Wl 

a great deal more than an intimation to convince them MM 
| that what you ſay is the caſe in that Review :--Nay, ⁵ 
if and who perſiſt in thinking, after all you have ſaid, 
1 and after the repeated peruſal of that tract, that the 
cCharges of this fort which you have brought againſt it 

are without foundation. The following abſtract of a 

letter I have juſt received from a very eminent Indepen- 
l dent Miniſter, will, I apprehend, help to convince any | 
= candid man that my Review has nothing in it fo very * | 
| offenſive to impartial people as you would fain infinu- 
ate.—Y our accuſations will, I truſt, ſufficiently apologize 
for my inſerting it here. Your, pamphlet,” ſays my 
worthy friend, gave neither Mr. nor me 
any offence. We both thought it well written, and 


| 

ll the beſt of the kind we;had ſeen. If Mr. Carter has 
| not ſomething new to fay, he had better give up the 
| controverſy.” 

| | It has been long the practice of ſome popular _ 
| gious leaders, when attacked, to charge their antago- 
2 niſts with writing in a bad and bitter ſpirit, and with 
1 a variety 
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a variety of other malepractices, none of which, poſſi· 
bly, did appear in the werk referred to, but were con- 


jured up by the lordly doctor as ſo many hobgoblins, 
to ſerve a particular turn. He made them appear, 


indeed, but it was only in his own dogmatical affirma- 
tions, and the credulous and bigotted imaginations of 


his diſciples and friends. In this expedient the ghoſt= 
ly guide generally finds his account.— The minds of 


his adherents are thereby filled with prejudice againſt 


his opponent's performance, ſo that they will ſeldom 


condeſcend to read it; or, if they do, coolneſs and 


impartiality are abſolutely out of the queſtion, and the 


author's argument, be it ever ſo concluſive, ſtands for 


nothing. Mr. John Weſiey has long taken the lead 


among this ſort of gentry:— Nobody has had recourſe 


oftener than he to the above expedient; nor has an 
one found it of more conſtant utility. It is ſeldom 


that a Y/eflleyan looks into a book that is written a- 


gainſt this leader, or can even bear to hear it read. 
"Theſe people exclaim for ever againſt reading books 


of controverſy, and yet it is well known that one half 


of John's writings are controvercial; and they can read 
them with perfect approbation. | 

The above facts are ſo notorious in the religious 
world, that we cannot ſuppoſe them to have eſcaped 
your notice Some, indeed, have affirmed that you 


have been much more than a mere obſerver, or ſpecta- 


tor of them; and that like the aforefaid leaders, and 
for no better reaſon, you have raiſed an outcry againſt 


your opponent, when you could not refute his argu=- 
ments, repreſenting him as illiberable, uncharitable, 


and abuſive; in ſhort, as an object of contempt, ob- 
loquy, and deteſtation : — For the truth of all which, 
they appeal to your book, which, they ſay, proves the 
point beyond a doubt. Others have ſaid that the ſuc- 
ceſs of the above manceuvre has, at leaft, equalled the 
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addreſs with which you had executed it: And they 
alledge that the conduct of your people fince the pub- 
lication of the Reviewer Reviewed OY confirms 
it. | 
Such things,” you ſay, 0 I never expected fide 
ſuch a quarter, apprehending it impoſſible for that gen- 
tleman to ſtoop /o low.” Pray, Sir, what did you ex- 
pect ?—Not, ſurely, that your opponent ſhould com- 
pliment you on account of the re&itude of thoſe of your 
religious principles, which, at the ſame time, he thought - 
abſolutely wrong; or, de a reſpecter of your perſon, 
ſo far as to wink at your perverting the tiuth, becauſe 
you were his friend? If, indeed, your expeGation was 


any thing of © this ſort, you miſtook your man, He 


does not think a debate about divine truth to be fo 
much a matter of compliment as ſome of his neighbours 
ſeem to do. He chooſes to ſpeak his mind freely on 
that head, though without abuſe. But while he claims 
a right to judge for himſelf, and to be governed by his 
own ideas, he is not only quite willing that others 
ſhould: enjoy the ſame privilege, but is even a mw, 
advocate for it; although you have been pleaſed ve 
wrongfully to affirm that he lays claim to infallibility i n 
his own perſon, and has 5 chaſtiſed you for letting 
jour neighbour think as well as yourſelf. [f he, at any 
time, deſcended too lot, you ſhould not be the firſt to 
reproach him for it.— There are thoſe who ſay, that 
he was obliged to do ſo; at leaft, that he could not 
otherwiſe meet you on your own groxnd. 

Some of your ſelf- applauding expreſſions ſeem to 
One while 
your people are informed, That you have not followed 
your opponent in His ſpirit; and anon you tell them, 
that his being reported to have anſwered every argument in 
your little pamphlet, has obliged you to mention ſome of his 
4 ſagreeables much oftener than La had any in. "Ti 
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This, has horn thought not perfectly clear, 28 there 
does not ſeem to be any connection between his d 
 greeables, or your. mentioning them, and the report of his 
"having anſwered all your arguments. Immediately af- 
ter you give out, that you: : have not rendered railing 

. railing, Now, I cannot ſee what need there was, 
to tell the people all this, unleſs you wanted them to 
take your word, and read no more of your book than 
the Dedication and Preface : For, if you expected they 
ſhould read it all through, you might have left them to 
judge of the author's ſpirit, and whether or not he had 
rendered railing for railing, & c. This conduct, I almoſt 
think, is enough to make viſible that frightful Elf, which 
you in a certain place have called“ Fi ſenſe of guilt.” 
A perſon of my acquaintance is willing, however, 
to give you credit for thoſe expreſſions: And he ex- 
plains himſelf thus; Mr. Carter, ſays he, did not write 
in his opponent's ſpirit, for it is clear to me he has writ- - 
ten in a worſe ſpirit: Nor has he rendered railing for 


_ railing; for that would imply that the author of the 


Review had been guilty of railing too, which, L think, 
is not the caſe. 


As to Mr. Vi fan's Manual, I am not the publiſher 


of that tract. I had ſome by me,. which I i ſent in 


company with the Review to Norwich and elſewhere. 
The piece contains the ſentiments of. a very ſenſible 
writer on the whole ſcripture account of baptiſm; and 
I ſent it along with mine, thinking it wick be of uſe 
to ſuch ſerious people as wiſhed to underſtand the mind 
of God in reſpe& to that chriſtian duty, I approve 


of the author's manner of ſpeech as much as you do; 


but how far your intimation, (p. ix.) That that is to 
be aſcribed: to his education among the Independents, 
may be admitted, I am unable to ſay. Nor can I yet 
ſee that his piece is at all in contraſt with mine, though 
* have ſaid ſo. The 5 ſeems to me to be 
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no more than what we commonly ſee between tracts 


t are entitely polemical, and thoſe that are not ſo. 


But while you applaud Mr. Wilſon's manner of ſpeech, 

you point to your Reviewer, and ſay ““ That gen- 
tleman, we muſt know, is not always ſcrupulouſly at- 
tentive to politeneſs.” That gentleman, Sir, had not 
the honour and advantage of being educated among the 
Independents ;* and, therefore, he hopes you will make 
ſome allowance for the defects of his behaviour. He 


is happy, however, to ſee that you have been able to 


find but one word in all his book to ſupport your charge. 
—He happened to ſay (p. 34) that you had ſtated an 
objection in a ſovenh manner.—— That word might, 
perhaps, as well have been left out, and he is very 
willing to change it for any ather term you like, pro- 
vided it be as applicable as that to the condu there 


referred to. After having arraigned your antagoniſt 


for want of politeneſs, you proceed to juſtify yourſelf 
in that particular. „ You have,” you affirm (p. x.) 


e the vanity to think that you never ſet the example 


of ill manners before any.” I never expected or wiſh- 
ed, Sir, to find myſelf under the neceſſity of contra- 
dicting this declaration. But I ſee your accuſations 
have really, brought me to that paſs. You will excuſe 
me, therefore, if I now poſitively tell you, that even 
your own conduct has not been always ſtrictly con- 
ſiſtent with the laws of good manners. If you re- 
collect a certain letter which you ſent, ſome time ago, 
to a friend of mine in your neighbourhood, you will 
ſufficiently underſtand my meaning. Had you thought 
of that notable epiſtle at the time you wrote the Re- 
" viewer Reviewed, you would, I ſuppoſe, have ſpared 
ſome of your reflections. Nor can I think it would 
have been at all amiſs, had you conſidered, a little 
more particularly, the character and conduct of your 
own congregation, before you went about to reprehend 
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your neighbours, for being, as you imagined, uncati= 
did and cenſorious. It is ſome what curious to think. 


| How cavalierly the poor Baptiſts about Mattfhall are 
treated by ſome of them. ——< "Theſe men,” ſay they, 


<« are deluded by the devil——Take heed; they are 
dangerous perſons,” &c. &c. It brings to one's mind 
the Evangeliſt's obſervation—Tbe Jews haue no dealings 
with the Samaritans. Pretenders to orthodoxy and in- 
fallibility generally proceed upon theſe principles: But, 
ſurely, truth needs no ſuch weapons to defend it; nor 
will its friends, I truſt, ever ſo far forget themſelves as 
to attempt to make uſe of them. e 

You faid in the Strictures, (p. 20) „ That baptiſm 


may be of much profit to children every way.“ And, 


becauſe I would not take your word for it, but did 
conſider it as coming under the ſame deſcription with 
the pleas for ſponſors, praying for the dead, for the 
ſouls in purgatory, &c. you ſeem diſpleaſed, and you 
exclaim, How zaſy, but at the ſame time how mean, 
are ſuch replies!“ They are eaſy, indeed The ab- 
ſurdity of ſuch aſſertions as that of yours makes them 
ſo. But wherein the neunngſs of them conſiſts, I con- 
feſs, I am quite unable to ſee. The reply in queſtion 
is, I humbly conceive, a very a one. Every can- 
did man, who is converſant with his Bib, muſt own 
that it ſays no more about the profitableneſs of infant 
baptiſm, nor even about infant baptiſm itſelf, than it does 


about . Purgatory, or the paradiſe of Mohammed. 


In the Review, (p. 4) I happened to ſay that infant 
baptiſm, along with a number of other idle trumperies, 
ſerve at this day to decorate that mother of harlots the 
Romiſh Church, &c.——* Who then could have ever 
thought,” ſay you, (p. 3,) „ that among the advo- 
cates for infant baptiſm, there ſhould have been found 
men wha were critics of the firff'rank?” Why, Sir ? 
It is no new or ſtrange thing to find ſuch characters 

5 B 2 | among 


VC 
among the votaries of ſuperſtition and error. Cicero, 
Quintilian and Longinus, were abettors of Pagan abſur- 
dities, and yet the honourable appellation of great cri- 
tics has been in all ages very juſtly conferred upon 
them. 3 | ; 
The conſtruction put by ſome upon a paſſage in your 
Advertiſement prehxed to the Strictures, of Which you 
complain, is, it ſeems, wrong. Thoſe people appear 
to have proceeded upon too u;certain principles. They 
urge, however, as an apology, certain expreſſions, 
which you ſometimes dropped concerning thoſe Baptiſts 
whom you profeſſed to eſteem ; which conveyed to them 
te idea that you entertained but an indifferent opinion 
of the Baptiſts in general, and that, upon the whole, 
you thought it rather a rarity to find many among that 


people, whoſe perſons and characters are lovely and 
reſpectable. 


- 


When you diſmiſs the chapter of diſagreeables, as you 
are pleaſed to call it, you kindly tell your people it 
was not for want of matter, but becauſe,” ſay you, 
in the uſual ſtrain, it is no pleaſure to ws to waſte 
our time in ſuch ſorry buſineſs, &c I wiſh, with all 
my heart, you bad had a little more patience, and had 
inſerted all the materials. you were poſſeſſed of; for, 
I aſſure you, unleſs what remains is much worſe than 
what has been produced, I ſhould neither be aſhamed 
nor afraid to ſee it. But ſince the work became ſo very 
unpleaſant and irkſome, that you could carry it on no 
farther, I ſhall excuſe you, and proceed to examine 
your ſecond chapter. - ; | 


| I am, Sir, &c. 
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REVEREND SIR, 
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| 1 HE ſcripture account of baptiſm appears to me ſo 
very plain and full, that I cannot but think it ſtrange 
that any one who has carefully attended to it ſhould 
find any difficulty in anſwering that queſtion. What 
does the New Teſtament mean by the action of bap- 
tizing?” The original words Which expreſs this or- 
dinance ſeem to ſignify immerſion as naturally and as 
determinately as the Engliſh words dip, dipping, "Ce 
If they have been fometimes uſed in a ſomewhat im- 
proper ſenſe, it is no more than what may be ſaid of 
Fooliſh words of the ſame import. It is not unufual 
in ſome places to ſay of a man who has been out in 2 
hard ſhower of rain“ He is finely depped, He is 
well ducked, and the like: Yet nobody, I apprehend, 
will take upon him thence to affirm of thoſe words, 
as you do of the Greek words, that they do not pro- 
perly and neceſſarily ſignify immerſion. “ The word 
baptizo, like moſt others,” ſays a worthy writer, whom 
I had occaſion heretofore to mention, may ſometimes 
be uſed in a ſecondary, figurative, and leſs proper ſenſe. 
Words are often choſen, not ſo much for their ſtrict 
literal fignification, as for ſome analogy or ftriking ſi- 
militude they bear to the ſubject; but the proper ſenſe 
of words cannot be fixed from ſuch uſe of them. Thus 
our Lord repreſents his ſufferings by a cup which che 
Father had given him to drink, John xviii. 11. but 
the nature of his ſufferings will neither explain the 
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meaning of che word cup, nor the actiòn of drinking if, 
5 ſufferings are likewiſe called @ baptiſm, Luke xii: 
but from this we cannot fir the meaning of that 
Lola, or the action thereby ſignified, as it is only fi- 
guratively uſed to repreſent the greatneſs of his ſuffer- 
ings, even as they are ſet forth in the Old Teſtament. 
metaphors, by his\ſinking in deep mire, and coming 


into deep waters, where the floods overflow him, Pſalm 


Kix. I, 1. 

To baptize muſt certainly have ſome particular and 
Ain te meaning. Were I to give up entirely the 
idea of dipping, which I am not in the leaſt diſpoſed 
to do, even then I could by no means be ſatisfied with 
your definition. It is ſprinkling, pouring, or waſh- 
ing with water, &c.” ſay you. Sprinkling, pouring, 
or waſhing with water! Are theſe convertible or ſy- 
nonymous terms then? You know the contrary. Not 
need you be told, << that in holy. ſcripture, 3 
pouring, and waſhing or bathing the body, are always 
diſtin rites, never confounded or ſubſtituted one for 
another. If therefore it ſhall appear that the baptiſm 
of ſcripture is nothing more 'or leſs than waſhing the 
Body; not the hands, or feet or face, or any other par- 
ticular part; much eſs ſprinkling, which the ſcripture 
never conſiders as any waſhing at all, but a rite entirely 
diſtinct from every kind of lotion; if, I ſay, baptiſm be 
waſhing or bathing the body, it will deſerve and demand 
the very ſerious conſideration of every one who is con- 
cerned to obſerve this as an inſtitution of God, whe- 
ther, and upon what principle, we may lay aſide the 
one only baptiſm of ſcripture, and put another thing 
in the room of it?”- Your definition of - baptiſm 
plainly implies that it may be adminiſtered ſeveral ways, 
and I declare I ſtill think it next to [aying; that it may 
be adminiſtered any how, _ 
ga In 
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In attempting to ſettle the meaning of the word 
Baptixo, you give up its ſenſe among Greek Writers, 
and the inte pretation given of it by lexicographers 
and critics, as little to the purpoſe.— This ſome will =; 
be ready to aſeribe to a conſciouſneſs that Greek wri- 
- ters, lexicons and critics, affix to the word a different 
= idea from what you do. You ſay (p. 25) it is your opinion 
= that it may be made to appear that the ſacred penmen 
uſed the word baptize whether or no there was immer- 
fion in the caſe. Which you endeavour to prove by 
affirming, in the firſt place, that the word is uſed ſim- 
ply for to waſh in Mark vii. 4. That, Sir, does not 
at all appear. On the contrary, it may, I believe, be 
very eafily obviated, that neither there, nor any where 
elſe in ſcripture, is the word uſed for any ſort of waſh- 
ing but what is done by immerſion." If you pleaſe to 
turn to Lev. xi. 32, you will find that ſuch defiled 
things as Mark mentions in the latter part of that paſ- 
ſage were to be cleaned by being put into water. Seve- 
ral of the literati you have here introduced to afhſt in 
ſettling the point One ſays that baptiſm properly ſigni- 
fies any waſhing as well as immerſion. Another famous 
writer affirms that baptixesthai, to be baptized, ſigniſies 
in ſcripture not only to be immerſed, but alſo to be 
ſprinkled, &c. But he, any more than the former, 
gives no proof of his opinion. They both, however, 
agree in acknowledging that the original word does 
really ſignify immerſion. The authors of Synopſen purioris 
Thbeolagiæ aſſert, that bapto and baptizo properly mean to 
apply water to any thing; to waſh: And for proof 
cite Luke xi. 38. Mark vii. 4. Heb. ix. 10. But 
not one of thoſe paſſages proves their aſſertion. That 
clauſe in Mark vii. 4* Jhen they come from market, ex- 
cept they waſh, &c. muſt refer either to what had, been 
bought in the market, or to the perſons who had been there.— 
The former, as Dr. Gill ſays, is countenanced by the 
TA ERS: | . oriental 
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oriental verſions, which read thus bat they buy in the 
\ market, unleſs it be waſhed, they eat not, Were we to 
| ſuppoſe this to be the meaning, there is no reaſon to 
think that the waſhing was a ſprinkling, or pouring of 
Water, but on the contrary, agreeable to the legal me- 
thod of purifying, that it was a putting into Water. 
Beza and Gratius underſtand the words as referring to 
the perſons whothad returned from market. The for- 
mer. expreſſes himſelf thus Baptizesthai in this place 
is more than chernipiein, for the former ſeems to reſpect 
the whole body, the latter only the hands; NOR BOES 
baptizein ſignify to waſh, but only by conſequence, for 
it PROPERLY denotes to immerſe for the ſake of dipping.” 
If the paſſage then refers to the perſons returned from MF 
market, as there is not the leaſt hint given of a par- 
tial waſbing, we have every reaſon to believe that 8 
waſhing the whole body is intended; eſpecially as we are 
encouraged by ſo good a judge as Beza to plead that 
the original word ſignifies ſuch a total waſhing. The 
great Scaliger alſo affirms, That the more ſuperftiti- 
ous part of the Jews not only dipped the feet, but the 
whole body, hence they were called Hemerobaptiſis, who 
every day before they ſat down to food, dipped the 
body; wherefore the Phariſce who had invited Jeſus to 
dine with him, wondered he ſat down to meat with= 
out waſhing the whole body.“ And Maimonides ſays, 
« If the Phariſees touched but the garments of the 
common. people they were defiled, and needed immer- 
fion, and were obliged to it.” But had it been poſſi- 
ble to prove that both Mark and Luke, in the paſſages 
under conſideration, ſpeak only of waſhing the hands, 
I cannot ſee it would be of the leaſt ſervice to your 
cauſe, for every body knows that hands are waſhed 
not by ſprinkling or pouring water on them, but by 
putting them into the water. As to Luke xi, 38. it 
ſeems evidently to refer to the * or en Ne 
Wnole 
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whole body, for we do not find there the Jeaſt mention 
of either hands or feet, or of any one part of the 
body more than another. And with reſpect to Heb. 
Ix. 10. The abſurdity of citing it in defence of ſprink= 
ling, and againft dipping, becomes ſufficiently clear by 
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= only obſerving, that ſprinkling is never conſidered in 
a _ ſcripture as any waſhing at all, and that the legal Waſh- 
| | ings for purification were always performed by immer- 
* ION, * 5 | E | ** | 
t Dr. Owen ſpeaks next, and contradicts a great part 
8 of what his learned coadjutors had affirmed. Gerard 
had ſaid, that the primitive word properly ſigniſies any 
bwoaſhing as well os immerſion: But Dr. O— affirms, 
2 that it zever does in ſcripture either neceſſarily or properly 
- = ſignify to immerſe. Which of theſe, Sir, are we to 
t © bclieve? It is rather unhappy, I think, that two of 
c your principal vouchers for n ſhould ſo glar- 
t ingly contradict one another. The doctor's reaſon for 
e AX thinking that baptize does not properiy ſignify to dip, or 
— = plunge, is, That that in Greek is embapto and embap= 
e ' tizo :—TJuſt as if one were to aſſert, That the Latin 
words tingo and mergo do not ſignify to dip, or plunge, 
© MX becauſe that in Latin is expreſſed by iminge and in- 
O RY mergoÞ The doctor adds, It no where fignifies to 
* dip, but as a mode of, and in order to waſhing.” But 
Sy  Bexae ſays, (in Marc. vii. 4.) „ Baptizein does not ſig- 
le nify to waſh, but only by conſequence, for it PRO PERI 
iy denotes to immerſe, &c.” And he was, at leaſt, as good 
1 a judge of the matter as Dr. O,——< It ſignifies,” the 
s doctor adds, the dipping of the finger, or the leaſt 
Sz touch of the water.” That it ſignifies the leg touch of 
Ir the water wants proof; but that it may expreſs dipping 
d the finger is readily granted; for the Baptiſts don't plead 
ö that the word is never uſed in the Greek language but 


when the immerſion of the whole body is deſigned. 
It may, undoubtedly, 8 the dipping a finger, 2 
| hand 


r 8 
hand, or a foot, or any other part of the body, when 
farb a part is mentioned: But when there is no mention 
of any one part more than another, (as is the caſe 

when the word is uſed in reference ta baptiſm) then we 
_ Ivfift that the immerſion of the whole body muſt; be 
intended. The doctor concludes by ſaying, © It ſignifies 
alſo 0 waſhin good authors.” So does alſo the Engliſh 
Word dip. (See 2 Kings v. 10, 13, 14.) And what 
then? When baptizo ſignifies to waſh, it muſt be in 
a ſecondary ſenſe, and as the conſequence of immerſion, 
1 am ftill of opinion that your reaſoning. on the 


Greek particles ein, eis, and apo; in the Strictures, is 


much more favourable to Duakerifm, Popery and Deiſm, 

than to the eauſe of ſprinkling and pouring: But I 

hope the candid reader will not depend upon your re- 
preſentation of what I ſaid on that head, for it is ve 

far from being fair and juſt. For inſtance; I ſaid (p. 11) 

that a Puater may, by rendering the prepoſitions at, to and 


from, deny moſt of the inſtances of water-baptiſm in 
the New Teſtament, and make way for eſtabliſhing 
Jo effectually his ſpiritual baptiſm, as to have it in his 
| wr to ſilence all ſuch of his opponents as admit of 
=. the force of your criticiſms. But, let us ſee how you 
have repreſented this.—<< I argue,” ſay you (p.20) © that 
John and the Apoſtles baptized WITH water. Hence 
2 Quaker may deny the neceſſity of am, becauſe I think 
it may be done without plunging.” —— The above paſ- 
ſage in my Review is fo plain, that I cannot at preſent 
concelve that you have it in your power to make any 
decent apology for ſo glaring a miſrepreſentation of it. 
— Every one who reads my pamphlet with any degree 
of attention muſt ſee, that what I plead will be favour- 
able to Quakeriſm is nat the prepoſition WITH; but 
AT, TO, and FROM: What I ſaid of the favour- 
ableneſs of your reaſoning to Popery and Deiſm, is 
EEE ct | 80 33 Mn 


not much more fairly repreſented by you than the fote- 
1 5 ſaid in the Strictures (p. 5) that en, eit, and ap. 
frequently rendered in, inio and out of, might often with,, 
more juſtice be tranſlated at, with, to, towards," from. 
I aſked, 4+ Might they with more juſtice be fo rendered 
nin the paſſages relative to baptiſm ?“ To which you 
= anſwer, Permit me, Sir, if I was really ſo unhappy 
rat firſt in ſtating my thoughts, that my intention could” 
not be diſcerned, nor the force of my concluſion per- 
ceived ; allow me, I ſay, Sir, to attempt it now, &c.” 
One might expect that this fine flouriſh would have 
been followed, if not by a full proof of what you had 
aſſerted, yet, at leaſt, by an attempt towards proving. 
it,—-But nothing of the kind is to be met with. 
After writing three or four pages about and about the 
point, you quit it at laſt without ſo much as attempting 
to advance a ſingle argument in its ſupport. - This 

brings to my mind the poet's words, One with a 
| flaſh begins and ends in ſmoke.” =—Here we find Dr. 
| Towgeod, and another anonymous writer, brought for- 
ward to ſupport you. The former fays—** The lay- 
ing any weight on its being ſaid, were bapiized IN 

= Jordan, ſhews extreme ignorance of the original.” I 
hope you don't call this a very modeſt expreſſion. 
The doctor, ſurely, muſt have known, that there has 
been, really; ſome weight laid on its being ſaid fo by 
WW perſons who underſtood the original, at leaſt, as well 
nas he did. That en is an hundred and fifty times in 
= the New Teſtament rendered with, and more than an 
hundred times rendered at is no proof that it might 
with more juſtice be rendered with or at in the paſſages 
that relate to baptiſm. They were baptized with. 
the river Jordan,” would, I apprehend, ſound oddly 
in the ears of an Engliſhman; yet Dr. T- pleads 
for it in the paſſage of which you quoted a part; 
| 55 C3 which 
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Which [cannot tink he would have done, had it not 
been for an unconquerable predilection in favour of 
ſprinkling. The plea for ſubſtituting ar in the room 
of in, I muft aſcribe to the ſame cauſe, till ſome more 
plauſible reaſon than I have yet met with be ——_— 
for it: | 
Of our Lord's/baptiſm you ſay, © We only argue 
that it cannot be proved that he was dipped.” No? 
Then I am confident it can never be proved that the 
ordinance was, performed any other way. You have 
ſaid, indeed, That our Lord, probably, went into the 
brink of Jordan for John to pour water on him with 
his hand.“ But, pray, how came you to think this at 
all probable? I really cannot ſee that you have yet 
advanced any better reaſon for it, than another man 
might advance for the probability of John's uſing chriſm 
and the ſign of the croſs too on that occaſion.—— If 
you can, indeed, perſuade yourſelf that it is probable 
that John baptized our Saviour by pouring water on him 
with his hand, Pray on what part of his body do you 
ſappoſe the water was poured ? Whether on his hands, 
or on his feet, or on his back, or on his face, or (as 
the cuſtom is among the Griſms ) on the back part of 
| his head ?——Beſides, if you really think that our 
= Lord was baptized by having water poured upon him, 
| 
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What warrant have you to lay aſide pouring, and to 
ſubſtitute ſprinkling in the room of it, ſince theſe are 
t two diſtinct rites, which the ſcripture never confounds? 
Moreover, as you ſeem to think, that pouring or ſprink- 

& ling a little water on one part of the body will do, 
| Pray what reaſon have you to diſtinguiſh the face from 
every other part, as the moſt proper to apply the wa- 
© | ter to, ſeeing the ſcripture no where directs us to make 


ſuch a diſtinction? I ſhould be glad to receive an an- 
ſwer to theſe queſtions. After all, The ſerious and 
| impartial reader of the New Teſtament will not, I am 
= | | confident, | 


confident, find it any difficult matter to ſee tHat Chirif- 
tian Baptiſm is no partial ceremony, or What is to be 
performed upon ſome one part of a man's body; but 
that it is, on the other hand, dipping the perſon—the' 
whole body in water, -in the name of the Father, the 
Son, and the Holy Ghoſt. Indeed, if water baptiſm 
be not dipping the whole body, I defy all the Pedobap- 
tiſts in the world to ſhew me from ſcripture. what ele 
. CV „„ 
== That expreſſion of Mr. Maciar's reſpecting the 
== word bapto, which you noted, p. 31, it muſt be con- 
I fefſed, is a little inaccurate; but I did not obſerve it 
till after the book was printed. I am ftill, however, 
of opinion, that had cur tranſlators done the ſame jul- 
== tice to the word baptize, as they did to its primitive 
apt, every one would have known what action our 
| Lord enjoins when he ſays, baptizigg them And ever 
would have ſeen, that men can no more be. baptized, in 
| the ſcripture ſenſe of the word, by SPRINKELING er 
| POURING, than they can eat the Lord's Supper by SEE- 
ING + SMELLING. The reaſon why the writers 
of the New Teſtament never make uſe of the word 
bapto when they ſpeak of the ordinance. of baptiſm, is, 
J believe, very different from that given by Drs. Gaz/e 
and Doddridge. It is, I apprehend, becauſe they bor- 
rowed their language from the LXX ; who never uſe 
the word bapto to expreſs the waſhing or immerſion of 
= the whole body. But the word baptizo they do make uſe 
= of to expreſs that action. | | "be 
5 You aſk, {p.34) What neceſſity was there to introduce 
the remark on Lev. iv. 6, 7? I anſwer, To ſhew that 
the ſcripture conſiders immerſion, pouring, and fprink- 
ling as three diſtinct rites: Conſequently, when im-- 
4 merſi nu. 
» See Mede's Works, p. 625. Prid. Connect. = ii. 
P. 47, edit. 3. and Taylor's Key, p. 115, edit. 2. 5 
+ Letters to the Bp, of Wincheſter, No. 2. 


ner ſom is there commanded, that command cannot 
de obeyed by ſprinkling or pouring. Nor, on the other 
hand, when ſprinkling is enjoined, can that command 
be obeyed by immerſion of pouring. Nor yet when 
pouring is commanded, can the injunction be perform-. 
ed by ſprinkling or immerſion. Mr. Maclean juſtly 
obſerv es on the above text, that cc had the prieſt pre- 
ſumed to convert bapte there into ſprinkling. or pouring, 
he would have perverted the whole of that typical in- 

ſtitution, been guilty of rebellion againſt the Lord, and 
might juſtly have expected immediate vengeance.” 
And adds, „ Shall we think the words of our Lord's 
commiſſion are leſs plain and determinate than thoſe of 
the law, and that we are at greater liberty to quibble” 
upon, and alter them at pleaſure?  _ : 


The grave declamation that concludes your ſecond 


chapter, I think, deſerves no notice. A harangue 
as reaſonable and as ſolemn might be eaſily put into the 
mouth of a Papiſt or a Churchman. Let us ſee how 


properly and forcibly the latter, for inſtance, might 
ſpeak in the ſame ſtrain.ä— We will ſuppoſe him to have 
you and your friends in his eye, and delivering himſelf 
thus.“ If, after all that has been ſaid, any ſtill 
think it their indiſpenſible duty to ſeparate from the 
national church, and become Congregationaliſis, let them 
by all means do. ſo: — But then, we beſeech them to 
forbear all cenſuring of the national plan—Let them 
not repreſent our church as formed on a different plan 
from that of the Goſpel Let them not refuſe com- 
munion with us at the table of the Lord upon /o trifiing 
a di ference.— This, ſurely, were to diſhonor our ſacred 
religion; and too naturally brings even Chriſtianity it- 
felf into manifeſt contempt. And, indeed, to us it 
ſeems not a little ſtrange, that ſome who profeſs to 
think freely in religion ſhould lay ſo great fireſs on the 
Congregational plan That they make it to enter into the 


very 


1. J 


very ated of Goſpel church . they think 
it juſtifiable to break off from the churches of their 


fellow Chriſtians purely on this account And can 


without a ſmile hear the few brethren of that way 
| ſpeaking of themſelves as the only people wha adbere to the 
order of the New Teſtament ; and looking upon the whale 
Chriſtian world beſides themſelves, as to the matter 14 
Chriſtian church order, as being much upon a level wit 
Hoettentots and Pagans.” - Suppoſe, Sir, you was. to 
hear a Churchman ſpeechifying in this manner, What 
would you think of him? Eſpecially if he ſhould hap- 
pen to cloſe his harangue with the following ſelf-ap- 
plauding empty declamation? “ If others can juſtify 
themſelves in ſuch meaſures, and on ſuch grounds, we 
leave them to reap the fruits of their ritual zeal, and 
tell the world. at large, that, for our parts, W: have 
not ſo learned Chri If you, I ſay, was to hear ſuch. 
an oration as this Ro a hurchman, What would you 
do?—You would, 1 ſuppoſe, in the firſt Plan Joe * 
the poor man's 0 and impertinence. 


1 Am, Sir, &c. 


LETTER W. 


REVEREND SIR, 


Wo Jake the great priori rast ane argue backward 
till they doubt of God ——are lines I have ſome- 
where met with, and which, it is ſaid, apply to certain 
metaphyſical champions. ——They contain one expreſ- 
ſion, which, I think, charaGterizes your polemical writ= 
ings, 


ings, and is 3 of your common mode of 
argumentation. The expreffion 1 mean is, And argue 
backward.” Falſe reaſoning may be very properly term- 
ed arguing backward ; and I hope to make it appear be- 
fore I finiſh my-preſent correſpondence with you, that 
in the walks of controverſy you have hitherto diſtin- 
mo yourſelf in nothing more than in that fort of 
ERTFTT.T. OE. Ts RO wn. 
In your third chapter, the remarks on Acts ii. 38, 
39 are, I apprehend, what firft demands our attention. 
— The words are, Repent and be baptized every one of you 
i the name of. Wes Chriſt, for the remiſſion of ſins, and 
ye Pall receive the gift of the Holy Ge; For the promiſe 
#s to you and to, your children, and to all that are afar off, 
even as many as the Lord our God ſhall call. Hence 
you propoſe to ſhew, 1. That children here intend 
their infant offspring. 2. That the Gentiles are deſigned 
by the phraſe al! that are afar off, 3. That by the 
promiſe is meant. the illuſtrious covenant-promiſe made 
to Abraham, the father of the faithful. By children, 
you ſay, we are to underſtand their infant ſeed; Fir/t, 
becauſe it ſeems to ſuit the deſign of the Apoſtle in 
comforting theſe diſtreſſed people, who now were under 
the greateſt conſternation, not only for themſelves, but 
on account of that horrid, imprecation they had uttered, 
ſaying, His blood be upon us and our childreu, Matth. 
xxvii. 25. But, pray, can you prove that theſe peo- 
ple did really utter that horrid imprecation ? And were 
now under any conſternation at all on that account? 
It does not appear that the Apoſtle laid that fin to their 
Charge. Beſides, how will you make it appear, that 
by their children thoſe who uttered that imprecation 
meant their infant ſeed? Common fenſe, I apprehend, 


* 


will convince any impartial man, that the proper mean- 
ing of that imprecation is, © His blood be upon us and 


our poſterity.” Till you make ſome. ae 1 f08 
. e nee to 


3 


* 


J 
above queſtions,” I cannot think this argument, f 
may fo call it, will require a farther reply. "Your e- 
cond reaſon for underſtanding by children their infant 
feed, is founded on its being ſaid, The promiſe 1S to you 
and to your children: Which is expreſſive, you think, of 
their immediate intereſt in it upon their parents evange- 
lical 'repentance.—Surely, it muſt be very ſtrange that 
you ſhould not obſerve, when you wrote this, that the 
'word IS applies to all that are afar off, and as many as 
the Lord our God ſhall call, as well as to thoſe converts © 
and their children. Had you but conſidered this, you 
muſt have ſeen the futility of this argument. Upon 
the principles of your opponents, you ſay, the text Ml 
| ſhould read. The promiſe is to you and hall be to 
your children.” And may not I add? «+ Upon your (| 
principles, Sir, the text ſhould read, The promiſe hall 
be to all that are afar ; And the promiſe all be to 
as many as the Lord our God hal call.” Mr. Wilſon's. 
thought, that their children muſt mean their offipring when 
called, ſeems to be very juſt ; for, I apprehend, it muſt 
be pretty evident, that the clauſe as many as the Lord our 
God ſhall call refers as much to their children as it does 
to thoſe afar off. But you can't ſee, you ſay, What 
relief this could miniſter unto the minds of people in 
their ſituation, nor what comfort it could yield them 
in regard to the whole of their. diſtreſs. What the 
Apoſtle told them, Sir, was ſufficient to miniſter every _ 
relief, and to yield every comfort that people in their 
ſituation could reaſonably wiſh for lt ſhewed them 
that goſpel grace reaches the unworthieſt of men, and 
that their own paſt crimes did not exclude” them from 
\ the hope there ſet before the guilty; but that, on the 
bother hand, they had every encouragement they could 
need to rejoice in the redemption that is in Jeſus, 
But you will have it, © that the children had an im- 
mediate intereſt in the promiſe upon their parents evan- 
e 1 
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gies! repentance.” “ So then we are to confider 
od as having reſpect in the diſpenſation of ſpiritual ' 
bleſſings to conſanguinity and the ties of fleſh and blood; 
and to conceive of grace as deſcending in a lineal ſuc- 
ceſſion from father to ſon.” How inconfiſtent this doc- 


trine is with ſcripture, reaſon and fact, I need not * 


Nor can I think there was a whit more vanity in the 


pretence of the Phariſees, We have Abraham to our Fa- 


ther, than there would be in that of voung perſons who 
ſhould take upon them to ſay with you, — The Apoſ- 
tle's words ſeem expreflive' of our immediate intereſt 
in the promiſe upon our parents evangelical repentance 
And if he did not mean ſo, he has done no more 


than put us upon a level with the children of Annas 


or Cajaphas, the ungodly Jewiſh prieſts, or Pontius 
Pilate, the unjuſt judge.“ But we think it evident 
that believers can claim the promiſe of Abraham's bleſ- 
ling to themſelves and their infant of/ipriug, p. 39, 46. 
Your third reaſon. for underſtanding by children, in the 
text, their infant ſeed is The Apoſtle ſeems evi- 


dently to mention their children as an additional argue 


ment to excite them to comply with his exhortation. 
The promiſe is to yau and to your children; whereas, if their 
children were no more concerned therein than heathens 
till they believed, I cannot ſee what weight it ſhould 


add to his addreſs” The futility of this will be ſuf- 


ficiently cleared, by only forming a ſimilar argument 
upon another part of the text, thus The Apoſtle 
ſeems evidently to mention thoſe afar of as an additi- 
onal argument to excite them to comply. with his ex- 
hortation.———The promiſe is to you and to your childrens” 
and to ALL THAT ARE AFAR OFF; whereas, 
if thoſe «far off were no more concerned therein than 
heathens till they believed, I cannot ſee what weight it 
ſhould add to his addreſs.” This is, at leaſt, as con- 
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clufive as the foregoing. , Who are intended by all 
that are afar ef is, I apprehend, a queſtion of no great 
conſequence in a controverſy about baptiſm. You will - 
have it that the Gentiles are intended. 1 know that 
the term afar off is ſometimes applied to the uncon- 
verted Gentiles; but I cannot ſee that that will proype 
it niuſt be applied to them in the paſſage in debate? 
My chief reaſon, however, againſt admitting that the 
Apoſtle meant the Gentiles is, that it would exhibit his 
moral character in ſuch an unfavorable point of view, 
as to be beyond the paſſibility of exculpation. It is 
fact, Sir, and you cannot deny it, that he did not un- 
derſtand till long after the day of Pentecoſt, that the 
Gentiles were intereſted in the promiſe. If he ſaid ſo 
to his hearers that day, he ſaid what he did nat Fnaw, 9 
and what an hane/t man would nat have ſaid, as it might, An 
for aught he knew to the contrary, be all falſe. You I 
alk, (p. 41) „Might it not as well be, argued, that 
when Chrift gave them his commiſſion to preach the 
Goſpel to all nations, that only the Jews ſcattered about 
in all the world were the objects of that commilſlion, 
as it was ſome time before they under loud it in any. other 
light. See Acts x. 28.” 1 anſwer, No; That is 
quite a different caſe.—— That the Apoſtles did not 


then underſtand that the commiſſion extended to the 


Gentiles is nothing at all to the purpoſe. Every body | 
knows that our Lord himſelf meant it ſhould: extend 
to them. The queſtion is, not whether the Apoſtles Ml 
always underſtood immediately what our Lord ſpoke to [ 
them, but, whether, in preaching the Goſpel, they ; 
ever told their hearers what they themſelves did not 
know or underſtand? If you ſay they did, I call upon Ml 
you to reconcile that part of their conduct with the | 


character of honeſt and inſpired men. After ally] ſee Ml 
no reaſon to give up my former opinion, That it can= | 

not be imagined the Apoſtle by all that are afar of. 
ETD | IF3 ; | meant | 
| 
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meant the Gentiles, without ſuppoſing him to have ſpoke, 
like Caiaphas the high-prieſt, what be did not under- 


As to your reaſons for thinking the promiſe in the 
text to be that of the Abrahamic covenant, they are 
futile to the laſt degree, and exhibit to our view the 


Picture of a man, whoſe predilection for a darling hy- 


potheſis has ſet him quite at variance with common 


_ © Tenſe, and made him blind to the moſt manifeſt abſur- 


dities.——It would be ſtrange, indeed, if the promiſe 


of the Abrahamic covenant is intended, when it is an 


undeniable fact, that that covenant is not once mentioned 
in the whole chapter: Nor can it ever be proved that 
the Apoſtle, through the whole of his diſcourſe, has 
given us a ſingle hint about it.—Another man, there- 
fore, with equal reaſon may take it into his head to 
inſiſt that it was the promiſe of Noah's covenant the A- 
poſtle had in view: And another, again, with wo m 
plauſibility, may plead that the promiſe of David's cove- 

nant is defigned. Indeed, the plea of the latter would 
be much more reaſonable than yours; for the Apoſtle, 
but a little while before, had been ſpeaking of the pro- 
miſe or cath of God to David. I ſhall reſerve the con- 
fideration of what you have farther ſaid here about 
Abraham's covenant, till I come to review what you 
have more largely advanced on that ſubject in your 
fourth chapter. After all, I cannot conceive how it is 
poſſible a child, who reads his Bible, ſhould be at a loſs 


to know what promiſe the Apoſtle here means. — He 
reads, “ Ye ſhall receive the gift of the Holy Ghoſt,” 


and finds that it immediately follows, For the promiſe 
(referring, doubtleſs, to the gift juſt mentioned) is to 
you and to your children, &c. Surely, I ſay, nothing 
can be plainer than that the promiſe in queſtion is that 
of recaving the gift of the Holy Ghoft, of which the A- 


poſtle had been but that moment ſpeaking, It is alfa 


equally 


— 
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equally clear, that by the Holy Gboſt here is meant the 
ſame as in Verſe 33, where Jeſus is ſaid to have re- 
ceived from the Father the promiſe of: th HOLY GHOST: 
And, likewiſe, the ſame as the Spirit of God, ver. 17 
where God ſays by Feel, 7 will pour out of n SPIRIT 


upon all fleſh.———In theſe two places the Spirit of Gad, 


and the Holy Ges, moſt certainly, intend the. extraor» 
dinary and miraculous gifts which were conferred. on 


the primitive Chriſtians: Nor is there the leaſt 


reaſon to think that any thing ſhort of that is intended 
in the. paſlage in queſtion ; for the words are evidently 
connected with the above paſſages; and it is well 


known that Luke, in another place, uſes this ſame 
phraſe, The gift of the Holy Ghoſt, to expreſs the Spixit 


in his extraordinary and miraculous donations. See chap» 
x. 45, 45. 
the Holy Ghgft does not mean the extraordinary gifts of 


the Spirit only, or excluſively, Which ſeems clearly to 


imply, that you admit that it does include that among 
other things. If fo, your objeQions affect your argu- 
ment more than they do mine, and you ought to give 


them the firſt anſwer. That writer, ſurely, muff be 


peculiarly unfortunate, who ſo far forgets himſelf as to 
ſuffer the objections he raiſes. againſt his opponents to 

fall foul on his own ſentiments, and there to ſpend all 
their force. Your firft objection, T hat the pro- 
miſe of the miraculous outpouring of the Spirit was al- 
ready partly accompliſhed, is very true: But what has 
that to do with my argument? Had it been wholly ac- 
compliſhed, it would indeed have been ſomething to 
your purpoſe.————Y our next objection is grounded on 
the word ALL: Becauſe you fancy that all theſe con- 


verts did not receive the miracujous gift of the Spirit, 
you haſtily conclude that the Gift of the Holy Ghoſt 


means his common or ordinary donation. You might 


as well have concluded, that his ordinary gifts likewiſe 
pk 3 1 
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1 1 


But you will have it that The gift of | 


* 


are intended in the propheſy of Feel, beciiſe God thete 
ſays, I will peur out of my Spirit upon ALL f. 
La, you object, that had the promiſe here intended 
the Spirit in his miraculous powers only, as it was to 
as many as the Lord ſhould call, then none could have 
any evidence that they were called of God, but ſuch 
as were thus endowed.” Had T conſidered the promiſe 
in the text as referring to the whole time of the goſ- 
pet diſpenſation, this objection, to be ſure, would affect 
my ſentiments: But you muſt know, Sir, it is my 
opinion, that the promiſe in queſtion refers only to a 
particular period at the commencement of Chriſtianity, 
when the Holy Ghoſt in his miraculous gifts was con- 
ferred on the converts in general, or, as it is expreſſed 
in the prophetic language, ¶ hen the Spirit was poured 
out won ALL FLESH; fo that the young men /aw 
Bien, and the old men dreamed dreams; the ſons and 
the daughters, the ſervants and the handmaids prophe- 
eu, &c. After a moſt careful peruſal of the ſecond 
chapter of AZts, together with the grophecy of Joel, which 
the Apoſtle has there in his eye, I can no more believe 
that the promiſe under conſideration belongs to the 
preſent generation of Chriſtians, than I can that the 
Itgns or effects juſt now mentioned are the attendants 
or conſequents of converſion in our day. By this time 
1 hope you ſee, that your objection has not touched 
my argument, and that the whole force of it recoils 
upon yourſelf. If, however, you continue ſtill of the 
ſame ſentiments concerning the above promiſe, I would 
recommend it to you to confider and anſwer the follow- 
ing plain objection. If that promiſe ancludes the mi- 


raculous or extraofdinaty gifts of the. Spirit, and 1s 
common to all whom God hath called, and to all ages 
of the goſpel diſpenſation, then none can have any evi- 
dence that they are called of the Lord, but ſuch as 
are endowed with thoſe gifts,——-If any will I 

1 this 


„ 

chis turning your artillery againſt gerd they muſt blame 

you for giving me an opportunity to do 

What you. ſay (p. 47, &c-) an thoſe os I in Rom. 
vi. and Col, ii. Where Chriſtians are {aid to be buried 

with Chriſt in and by baptiſm, &c. has fo little of the 


appearance of argument in it, and ſo much of quibs 


bling, that I can ſee but very little there that requires 
an aniwer, and moſt of that I ſhall leave till TL 
to the queſtions at the end of your book, Through 

the whole, you ſeem to me to cut a moſt unſeemly fi- 
| gure——Thoſe paſſages, Sir, are ſo exceedingly —— 


in favour of immerſion, that all Pedobaptiſt writers, 


but yourſelf, and a few more in this age, have been obliged 


to own, that the. Apoſtle does there evidently allude 2 
to that ancient manner of baptizing,_O How remark» 
ably in contraſt with yours are the —_ of Dr, Ded. 


dridge on the above texts! It ſeems the part of cane 
DOTY ſays he, to confeſs, that here is an alluſion 


to the manner of baptizing by immerſion,” Had you WM 


a little more of the good doctor's candaur, I am Cconfis 
dent you would never have denied that the Apoſtle al- 
luded to immerſion when he ſaid, We are buried with 
_ Chriſt by baptiſm : Nor would you have aſked that in- 
genious queſtion, 45. Why not go through with the A- 

poſtle's argument, and as we are ſaid to be crucified 
with him, uſe the Sign of the Croſs alſo ?” If you mult 
know, however, I can tell you why we duet uſe the Sign 
of the Croſs——lIt is, Sir, becauſe we are fully con- 


vinced that, like infant baptiſm, it is an un/criptural 


and antichriflian uſage, When the Apoſtle ſays, Qun 
old man is crucified, he alludes to no religious ceremony, 
whereas, when he ſays we are buried, he evidently does, 
for his words are, Me are buried with him BY: BAP 
TISM... 
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] 3 then: And you declare, (p. 57) you fil imagine that 


the infants of believers may be termed diſciples with propriety. 
I ſtrange fort of propriety, ſurely, that muſt be: 
Nor can that mind, methinks, be much leſs ſo, which 
_ is capable of imagining fo droll a piece of abſurdity.— 
_ Tt is vaſtly curious to ſee a proteſtant Divine ſtraining 
every nerve to cmbe]liſh and canonize ſuch a viſionary 
1 doctrine as this; and gravely quoting Acts xv. 10, to 
if juftiry his conduct, as though the Apoſtle eould not 
i call the Antiochian converts diſciples without including 
[il their new-born infants along with them. The pofition 
* that cannot be ſupported better than this, z. e. without 
1 ſacrificing common m_ and perverting the plain mean- 
ing of fcripture, ought, in my opinion, at once to be 
: given up. We leave others to decide,” ſay you, (p. 59) 
q © upon what authority Mr. Richards aſſerts that this text 
(Aas xxi. 21.) ſays not a word about the matter.” As 
__ good authority, Sir, as that upon which he would aſſert, 
that Hoc eff corpus meum ſays not a word about tranſub- 
fantiation. But Mr. Madan, it ſeems, favours this queer 
notion; at leaſt, it may be inferred from his ſaying, 
That as the Apoſtles never baptized any but ſuch 
by as were firſt made diſciples by preaching the goſpel to 
_ them; ſo neither did they ever teach men to obey the 
| laws of Chrift till they were baptized diſciples.” © If, 
1111 ſay you, (p- 63) © none were ſubjects of Chriſtian ex- 
nl Hortation but baptized diſciples, then I gather even from 
muy opponent's principles, that children were baptized 
„ and eſteemed diſciples alſo. And then you moſt perti- 
_ nenty add, We all know that the Apoſtle ſays, 
iN Children obey your parents in the Lord ; and again, Children 
obey your parents in all things, &c.* I did know, indeed, 
that the Apoſtle had ſaid ſo; but, I confeſs, I never 
knew, till now, that he was then addreſſing himſelf ts 
neto- born infants. —Let me beg of you, Sir, to read at- 
tentively the whole of that quotation from Mr. Maclean 
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in my Review: When you have ſo done, I am much 


4 


miſtaken if yur conſcience will not tell you, chat you 


- ought, to bluſh. for having publiſhed ſuch childiſh” an 4 
ſenſeleſs remarks uppen irt. 


1 1 


© The text in 1 Cor. vii. 1g. you call (p. 63) That 
famous paſſage : Mr. Addington calls it The celebrated pa 
ſage. But what fame or celebrity can belong to this more 
than other paſſages of holy writ, I can in no wiſe make 
out. I know of nothing that diſtinguiſhes it more than 
the infamous conduct of thoſe who have turned and 
twiſted, and tortured it, in order ta make it in ſome 
ſort ſubſervient to their own unfcriptural views, and 
who impioufly inſiſt that when the Apoſtle ſaid, © Elſe 
were your children unclean, but now are they holy,” 
he ſignified that they had a right to baptiſm. We ſhall 
now bring in review, you ſay, that famous paſſage 
of the Apoſtle, x Cor. vii. 14. which Mr. Richards 
ſeems to think he has anſwered eff2&ually, &. An 
ſwered a paſſage of the Apoſtle's efteftually ! What 
you can poſſibly mean by this I am quite unable to. 
deviſe; unleſs, indeed, it be to inſinuate, that your op- 
ponent is at variance with the Apoſtle Paul, and has. 
actually entered into a controverſy with him, and, even, 
is ſo vain as to imagine that he has really\confuted him. 
Which, to be ſure, is a very curious thought. As to | 
the Apoſtle's famous paſſage, as you are pleaſed to'term 
it, the following plain obſervations will ſufficiently mes 
that it is quite beſide the purpoſe, and never can afford 
the ſmalleſt aid to the cauſe of infant baptiſm.-r. The. 
Apoſtle ſpeaks not a word about baptiſm in that place 3 | 
| 
| 


— 


therefore it muſt be quite improper and abſurd, ane 
even a manifeſt ſign of a bad cauſe to look for the law + 
of that ordinance there.——2.' The holineſs of che 
children there mentioned is not the effect of de faith, 
of the converted parent.— It is not ſaid, They are holy j 
becauſe one parent is a believer; but it is oY de- | 
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gared, that their holineſs proceeds from another quars 


ter; Therefore, your pleas for the holineſs of believers? 
' infants, as ſuch, and their right to baptiſm. in conſe- 


quence of that, have not the leaſt, foundation. in this 


 pallige.——3. The holineſs of thoſe children is 


evidently derived from the. ſanctification or bolineſs of 
the unbelieving parent; for the words are, The unbe. 
beving Huſband is ſanifed by the, wife, and the. unbeliew- 
mg wife is ſanciified by the huſband: «ſe. (i. e. if the un 
believer had not been ſo ſanctified) were. your children 
unclean; but now (i. e. inaſmuch as the. unbeliever is 


t 


alſo 3 for it muſt, I think, be without controverſy ad- 


+4 *" #S 


the unconyerted parent, you ſay, (p. 68.) t notes 


* Taylor's Humble Eſſay, p. 70. 7 


a paſſive kind of fubſerving to the holy uſe of another, or 

to an holy en:“ Andafterwards you call it, c an inſtru- 
mental holineſs.” Whereas you ſay, that the ( holineſs 
of the children notes @ holineſs in themſelves—a perſonal 
holineſs.” All this, undoubtedly, is my/terroufly curious: 
But till you aſſign ſome, at leaſt, | plaulible reaſons for 
_ theſe diſtinctions, I ſhall beg leave to look upon them 
as altogether fanciful and groundleſs. Dr. Goodwin, to 
be ſare, aſſigns a very remarkable reaſon for his thoughts 
upon this paſſage If by holy the Apoſtle had meant 
no more than that their children were legitimate, he 
had in this ſaid no more than the civil laws then in 
force did; for they pronounced their marriage lawful 
and their children no baſtards,” And what of all that? 
Was it neceſſary the Apoſtle ſhould always ſay more 
than the civil laws then in force? Or; give a contraty 
determination to what they did? That the Apoſtle's 
anſwer is more than law, and that it is .gbſpel;” might 
with equal truth be applied to the holinets of the unbe- 
lieving party alſo; and the doctor might as well 
have pleaded for their right to baptiſm too. 


Here I beg leave juſt to inform you, that the Baptiſts 
are nor all of opinion, that holy in this place means lagi- 
timate, If you will read Dr. Sternett's Anſwer to Mr. Ad- 
dington, (P. 2, letter 6) and Mr. D. Taylor's Humble Eſſay 
on Chriſtian Baptiſm, p. 61—73z.you will find that there 
are ſome Baptiſts of eminence who are of a different opini- 
on. As to the queſtion which concludes your 3d chapter, 
it will be time enough to anſwer it when you conde- 
ſcend to tell me what is meant by their patents covenant £ 
and what by their being e/{temed holy through that covenant © 
1s this latter the fame thin g with their being holy in them< 
ſelues, and being perſonally holy, as you characterised 
thoſe children a little while ago ? There ſeems to 
me to be either a very great mystery, or a very great 
| inconſiſtency here, ts oY Le, 


1 remain, Sir, Yours, &c. 
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7T HERE i is hardly a ſingle 1 of . pro- 
duced by you to ſupport infant baptiſm, but what 
reminds me of that expreſſion in Rev. ii, 17. The hid. 
den mana, and that paſſage in Iſaiah xlv. 15. Verihy 
thou art @ God that hideth thyſelf; which the celebrated 
Monſieur Paſcal* urges in ſupport of tranſub/tantiation. 
' *P hoſe two paſſages have certainly as much to do with 
that grand popiſh tenet, as Mark x. 13, &c. has to 
do with infant baptiſm. The words are, And they brought 
oung children to him that he ſhould touch them; and his 4½ 
ciples rebuked thoſe that brought them. But when Jeſus 
faw it, he was much difpeaſed, and faid unto them, Suffer 
the little children to come to me, and forbid them not; fo 
fuch is the kingum of God. Verihy I ſay unto you, #4 
euer ſhall not receive the kingdom of 2 as a little child, 
he ſhall not enter therein. ND HE TOOK THEM 
UF IN HIS ARMS, PUT HIS HANDS UPON 
THEM, AND BLESSED THEM. Any text of 
ſcripture that makes mention of chiliren, might be 
brought forward to defend infant baptiſm with as much 
propriety as this. The hiſtorical fact under conſidera- 
tion is recorded by three of the Evangeliſts. Matthew 
. ſays, Little children were brought to Chrifl that he ſhould 
PUT HIS HANDS ON THEM AND PRAY. 
Mark and Luke ſay, They were brought unto Chriſt that he 
* TOUCH THEM, And what did Chriſt do 


unto | 


. Paſcal's Thoughts edit 1704, P. 252. 
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unto theſe children? E. laid his hands-on them faiths 


Matthew xix. 15. He took them up in bis arms, "put his 


| hands upon them and bleſſed them, faith Mark.——* There 


is no difficulty in theſe words. We are exprelly told, 


the children were brought unto our Saviour for the be- 


nefit of his bleſſing and prayers; attended with: the uſual 
ceremony of . impoſition 0 


holy men were uſed to bleſs, or pray for a. bla on 
others. The cuſtom is as ancient as the time of the 


patriarch Jacob, who called for Foſeph's two ſons, Ma. | 
naſſeb and Ephraim, that he might bleſs them, and he 
put his right band upon Ephraim's head, and his left 


hand upon Manaſſeh's head, and he ſaid, God. bleſs the 
lads, Gen. xlviii. Here is the very ſame tranſaction 
as that we have under conſideration : Faceb called for 
his grandchildren, that he might bleſs them by impoſi- 
tion of hands and prayer..——Chrift, in like manner, 
called for the children (whom his diſciples would have 


ſent away) that he might hes them by zmpoſition of hands 


and prayer. It is aſtoniſhing that people ſhould ima- 
gine they can perceive any thing concerning the Chris- 


tian right of baptiſm given to theſe children. Is it faid | 


they were brought for that purpoſe, or that Chriſt bap- 
tied them? No ſuch thing: It is as eaſy to find bap- 
tiſm given by Jacob to the lads whom be. bleſſed and 
prayed for, as in this hiſtory of the New Teſtament 
of Chriſt's bleſſing and praying for the children 
Chriſtians may well imitate their Lord in bleffing. or 


praying for their children; but if they will haptize'them 4 


too, he affords them no example of that, nor any War- 
rant for it in the paſſage under conſideration.“ The 
weakneſs of your reaſoning on this portion of ſerip- 
ture, is farther elucidated by the following obſervations. 


r. Our Lord ſays not a word here about the little 


children of believers as ſuch ; but mentions little chil- 
* See Letters to Bp, Hoadley, No. ix. p. 113, &. 


\ 


of hands © for in this manner 
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. 
ren indefimte ly, or without diſtinction; Therefore the 
Plena for the excluſive right of thoſe of believers can 
Have no foundation in this place: And you are but 
alking at random when you exclaim, (p. 79) Who 
mien can Tay that behevers children are not to be confi- 
dered as ſtanding in relation to the church of God, or 
deny" that they are a part of his kingdom, and ought 
to be treated as ſuch: For another with equal proprie- 
ty may hence draw the ſame inference in favour of al! 
Tittte children, or even of thoſe of unbelievers excluſive- 
Ty, and exclaim as warmly as you do againſt his oppo- 
nents when he has done.——-2. If this paſſage counte- 
mances' infant baptiſm, it will countenance infant com- 
plea you can make hence in 
Favour of the one, will with equal forte apply to the 
"other: Therefore, you ought either to give up the 
argument founded on this text in favour of infant bap- 
tiſm, or elſe admit that infants have a right alſo to the 
3. It is evident that neither thoſe 
Who brought theſe children, nor the dfſciples who re- 
Þuked them for bringing them, had any knowledge of 
their right to baptiſm, elſe the former would undoubt- 
edly have mentioned it, nor would the latter in that 
cafe dare to oppoſe fo reaſonable and juſt a 33 
4. Nor- did our Lord himſelf at that time think 
that little children were proper ſubjects of baptiſm, elſe 
ped ſome hint about it, 
but even, in all probability, would have ordered theſe 
children to be baptized: Therefore this paſſage is ſo 
far from countenancing infant baptiſm, that it makes 
very ſtrongly againſt it. For had it been our Lord's 
will that little children ſhould be baptized, never did 
there occur a fairer opportunity for his declaring it. 
His not having done ſo at that time, amounts to a very 
ſtrong preſumptive proof, (I had almoſt ſaid a demon- 
ſtration) that he had not yet appointed the 8 


Je be converted, and become A8 LITTLE CHtDRENs 


with all: the ideas Lhave of- the character of the Moſt: 
High. I have never met with any thing in the divine! 


of all the Earth will conſign to eternal miſery „ 


ſuch of his creatures as never ſinned againſt him. My 
thoughts of the future ſtate of infants, you are 


on charge (p- 227) with at leaſt, ſome-degres of . 
madeſlys 


2 OO Ton, CO EN. Hh 


| | — 11. rant that out 
Lord. ipeaks, here of the _ of links children; os 
J inſiſt that he alſo ſpeaks of their di/þoſitron,, and that 
Mr. Wilfon was very right when he faid, that out 
Lord ſpeaks of the temper, and not merely of the perſons 
of children: As appears in that clauſe, | * Whoſoever 
ſhall, not receive the kingdom of God as a little child 
ſhall not enter therein; and which ſenſe is farther 
explained in that paſſage, Matth. xuiii. 3, 4. Rus 


ye ſball not enter into the kingdum of Heauen Heben 
e Hall HUMBLE HIMSELF A8 THIS 
LEN TLE CHILD, -'the ſame in greateſt in the kings 
dom of Heaven, ,- Therefore ycur critical remarks 
upon this ſentiment (p- 78) are nothing to the pur- 
poſe; unleſs, indeed, you meant to contradict the 


expreſs words of Chriſt. 6. The 4 kengdom 0 HD 


which little children belong, cant be tlie vi 


for that conſiſts, any of fie as confeſs. wih a 
Land Jeſus ; therefore, I think, it muſt certainly bs 
the lingdam of Glory, or a future ſtate of bliſs: * An 


the words of ſuch. is the kingdom of Gon, I am willing te 


conſider as an expreſs diuine derlarution, that all wn d, 
in ;infancy,: the offspring of unbelievers as well ag: f 


believers, enter inia bliſs; This is ſtrictly conſiſtent 


reyelation that will ſuffer me to ſuppoſe r Judge 
who have never tranſgreſſed his law But every thing 


tends to confirm me in the opinion, that his juſties and 


goodneſs: will ſecure: from the damnation of heil alt 


2 


It: was. well you did not, in —— 
your 


. * 

Four zeal for the excfuſive claims of the infants af be- 

Lievers, charge me with downright blaſphemy too. In 

page 125, you ſeem diſpoſed to treat me with a little 
, on this ſame. account“ I could willingly,” 


you ſay, „ leave him in the full poſſeſhon of his creed 
undiſturbed, frankly. confeſſing, that what the ſcripturẽ 
bat not told me, I do not pretend to know.” And yet even 
you, my good Sir, pretend to know, that there were 
mau in Lydia's houſe, and in that of the jailer, Stepha- 
nat, &c. together with a variety of other matters, at leaſt, 
reſpecting baptiſm, of which, nevertheleſs, the ſeripture 
does not ſpeak one word. This mixture of ſneer, mconfiſtency, 
and. mock modefly, will hardly pleaſe impartial people. 
You. call upon me, in the ſame page, to declare upon 
what the hope of the future bliſs of al who die in in- 
fancy is founded. I anſwer: Upon the whole of the 
revelation of the divine juſtice and goodneſs, and, par- 
ticularly, upon thoſe words of Jeſus Chrift, Of ſuch is 
whe kingdom of God. It is really ftrange, that a man, 
who admits that our Lord in the laſt cited exprefion 
peaks of the perſons of infants, and who allows that 
the fingam ꝙ God may fignify The inviſible church in 
Heaven, ſhould yet reflect with ſo much peeviſh pert- 
neſs upon the few things I dropped expreſſiye of an 
opinion grounded on thoſe words, that al who die in 
infancy enter into bliſs. From theſe two paſſages 
put together, (viz. Mark x. 14. and John iii. 5. 
fays Dr. 7. (p. 76) the right of infants to baptiſm 
may be clearly inferred, &c.“ But, ſurely, he ought 
to have proved before he drew his/inference, that the 
Kingdim of God means the wviſeble or goſpel church, and 
that born of water means being baptized. The former 
expreflion I have already ſhewn cannot mean the goſpel 
church: And as to the latter, ſome, I ſuppoſe, will 
be apt to think with Calvin, who, as a very ſenſible 
_ writer obſerves, was one of the beſt n his 
445 n > ay, 
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| Si c that to talk to Nicodemus about baptiſin would : 


be premature, it being the deſign of Chriſt there to EX= 
hort him concerning regeneration and newneſs of life.” 
Gretius underſtands it of the influences of the 8 pirit 


e Except a man be born of the cleanſing Spirit. 
Infant baptiſm, Sir, can never be eſtabliſhed, nor even 
be in the leaft benefitted by inferences drawn from , | 
dark and doubtful premiſes. You take it for granted 

(p. 77] that the infants of believers are born again, re- 
generated, partake of the thing ſignified by baptiſm, vie, 


the renewing of the Holy Gott, &c. Thar infants 


are meetened at death for that Rate of happineſs and 


glory to which they enter, is readily granted, but to 


fay that they are regenerated, or born again, is, ſurely, 


to take very unwarrantable liberties with thoſe terms, 
which the Holy Ghoſt uſes only to expreſs that ſavin 


change wrought in the foul of an adult by the truth i 
that is, by the Word of God, which liveth and 


abideth for ever. But your regentration and news. 
birth, like your baptiſm, ſeem to be very different things 
from what the ſcripture ſo calls.—Fhough it is grant- 


ed that infants are received into the manſions of hap: 
pineſs at death, it will not thence follow that they have 


a right here to the ordinances, or diſtinguiſhing rites 
of the goſpel church; for thoſe ordinances, or rites, 
are deſigned for none but thoſe who perſonally profeſs. 
the — of Chriſt, I readily allow, That the free pro- 


miſe of God in Chrift, as you obſerve, (p. 74) is our 


only title to, and ground of hope for eternal life? | 


But I deny that there is any ſuch promiſe made to the 


carnal ſeed of believers as ſuch. Indeed, had there been 
| ſuch a promiſe to be found in the Bible, it would not 


thence follow, that they ought to be baptized :— There 
would be ſtill wanting an expreſs divine declaration” to 
aſcertain that matter. I rather hoped, when” I IE 
F/ 
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the Review of your Strictures, that yop would not again 
very ſoon oblige me to accompany you ſo far off into 
antiquity as the days of Melchizedet and Abraham, in 
queſt of the reaſon and law of the New Teſtament or- 
dinance of 'baptiſm. But in that I have been diſap- 
pointed. Your fondneſs for this wild-gooſe chace is 
ſurely unconquerable. ; I think your conduct clearly 
diſcovers a conſciouſneſs that the New Teſtament alone 
is by no means ſufficient to ſupport infant baptiſm ; al- 
though it is perfectly evident that baptiſm is purely a 
Ney Teſtament appointment, Not the leaſt notice 
| have you taken of what TI» offered in the Review, p. 
37, againſt having recourſe to the Old Teftament in 
ſettling the diſpute about this goſpel ordinance. Give 
me leave once more to lay detore you that paſſage—_ 
© Baptiſm is not a duty of itſelf; or a duty apparent to 
& from the nature. of. things; but a duty made ſuck to 
Ohriſtians by the peſitive inftitution of Jeſus Chriſt —All 
Politive duties, or duties made ſuch by inßitution alone, de- 
pen entirely upon the will and declaration of the per- 
on who inſtitutes or ordains them, with reſpect to the 
real deſign or end of them; and, conſequently, to the 
|, que manner of performing them. Alt is plain, there- 
fore, that the nature, the de/ign, and the due manner of 
receiving baptiſm, muſt of neceſſity depend upon what 
Feli Chri/l, who inſtituted it, hath declared about it; 
and net upon any thing that occurs in the Old Teflament.'* 
I. confeſs, Sir, I am @ warm oppoſer, as you exprels it, 
: (p« 57) of the doctrine of inference and analogy, when 
it is brought to prove and regulate the poſitive parts of 
Chriſtianity. My reaſon is, I ſeriouſly and conſcienti- 
ouſly think that that doctrine has no buſineſs there. 
You, in the plenitude of your meekneſs and candour, 
have confidently aſſigned a very different reaſon for that 
oppoſition “ The reaſon is plain, you ſay, un 
| : | cal 
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cauſe in this matter requires it.” This, tb be ſure, 


is kindly expreſſed, as might be expected from ons 
who profeſſes ſuch ſovereign diſlike to every thing that 


appears in the leaſt unc ind and illiberal. His cauſe 
requires it——As much as to ſay, © It is not be- 


cauſe he really, or conſcientiouſly thinks inferencial and 


analogical reaſoning ſufficient to ſupport a poſitive 
duty, that he oppoſes it Honeſty and conſcience 


are out of the queſtion——His oppoſition proceeds - 
from a ſervile, obſtinate, and unreaſonable attachment 


to his own cauſe.” But you ſeem rather unwilling 
to allow that baptiſm is a poſitive duty. ee It is 
true, * you ſay, (p. 85) © he has told us {o poſitively 
more than once, yet that has no great weight with us, 


&c.” Afterwards, indeed, you own, (p. 86.} chat 


* Baptiſm is ſo far a poſitive precept, that it depended 
wholly upon the will of the church's head, whether 46 
appoint that, or any other e be the token 
of his covenant under the goſpel.” This, ſurely, is a 


ſtrange account of baptiſm as a poſitive duty. The terms 


are ſo vague and ambiguous, that I will not take any far= 
ther notice of it at preſent, leſt I ſhould fall under the 
charge of miſrepreſenting you, as I find I have by whatT 
ſaid in the Review about your thoughts on that head. I 
declare I did not deſign there to put a wrong ſenſe upon 
your words, by inſerting the word neceſſary, 1 really 


thought, as you had owned that circumciſion was not 
perfectly conſonant to the nature of the goſpel diſpen= * 


ſation, Fay meant that our Lord was under ſome kind 


of neceſſity to lay it aſide, and ſubſtitute baptiſm, the 


more conſonant rite, in the room of it. And I believe 
moſt of your readers will think the ſame. - Still, how- 
ever, there it ſome impropriety in inſerting as your own 


words what was conſidered only as the plain meaning 


ef them. In p. 26 and 60, I have allo met with 
| o 
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ſome oblique hints of my not having inſerted quite in 


an ingenuous manner the quotations from Drs. Tillot- 


en ad Doddridge. I aſſure you I have not yet been 


able to ſee the leaſt unfairnefs or impropriety in thoſe 


- quotations. I am ſure they have as little of either as 


fome. I could mention in your book, eſpecially that 
from Beza, p. 29. In reference to that note, I might 
have aſked you, Why not add the following words of 
that great man on the ſame paſſage? viz. Plus 
c autem eſt BAPTIZESTHA1, hoc in loco, quam HER 
e NIPTEIN, quod illud videatur de corpore univerſo, 
« iſtud de manibus duntaxat intelligendum. Neque 
& TO BAPTIZEIN ſignificat lavare, nifi a conſequenti, 

nam proprie declarat tingendi cauſa immergere.“ 


In p. 79, you boldly affirm, <'That God is undeubtedy in 


the ſame manner, in the ſame latitude and extent, the God 


of believing Gentiles as he was of the ancient Jews.” 


This is, ſurely, a wonderful diſcovery. If you are 
right, I confeſs I have been all along in the wrong about 


this matter. I uſed to think, Sir, that there is no 


people now in the world; and, indeed, that there 
never have been any in a- ſimilar ſituation, or in the 
ſame relation to God with the ancient Jews: And that 
their ritual law, and covenant of peculiarity, had been 
binding on no. other people. Nothing was farther 
from my thoughts than that God ſtands related to the 
Chriflian church in the ſame manner, latitude, and extent, 
as to the ancient Jewiſh nation, It was left for your 
extraordinary penetration, Sir, to find out that Chri/ti- 
ans have Jehovah for their civil lawgiver and civii ma- 
giftrate; that they have a divine right to the land of 
Canaan ; that their carnal ſeed, infant and adult, wicked 
as well as pious, have a juſt claim to divine ordinances, 


dor to the diſtinguiſhing rites of God's people; that 


thoſe who are the children of the fleſh are the children 
of God; that they are his ſons, in the goſpel ſenſe, 
: p who 


Alu dS 3 = 
who are born of blood, of the will of the fleſh, and 
of the will of man; that Chriſt's kingdom is a world 
ly kingdom, &c. &c. Which muſt be the caſe, if it 
be really true that God is in the ſame manner, &c. the 
God of Chriſtians as he was the God of his ancient 
people the children of Iſrael. But I ſhall here diſmiſs 
this remarkable paſſage, as I am rather ſuſpicious after 
all, (to make free with one of your phraſes,. p. 103). 
that it does not contain your waking thoughts upon the 
ſubject. Iſaiah Ixv. 23. can be nothing to your 
purpoſe. That paſſage, and, indeed, all the latter part 
of the chapter, have as little to do with the ſtate of 
religion in the pieſent day, and even in any period that 
has yet elapied of the Chriſtian, diſpenſation, as the - 
21ſt chapter of Revelation. Both thoſe portions .of 
ſcripture evidently refer to ſome future glorious period 

of the church, of which we at preſent know but very 
little. But had it been perfectly clear that the above 
text is applicable to the church at this time, and equally * 
evident that the OFFSPRING of the-jeed of the bleſſed 
F the Lord means the infant, of believers, it would not 
even then follow, that thoſe infants have a right to 
baptiſm— Nothing ſhort of an expreſs declaration can 
prove and eftabliſh that right. There muſt needs be 
a wretchcd ſcarcity of evidence on the fide of infant 
| baptiſm, when its votaries are obliged to have recourſe 
to ſuch paſſages as the above—lt is, ſurely, a fign that 
they are driven quite to their laſt ſhifts. “ Agree» 
ably hereunto,” you ſay, (p. 80.) © we believe that 

When our Lord came to confirm the promiſes made unto 

the fathers, the following, amongſt the reſt, was rati- 

« hed and eſtabliſbed, viz. I will be a God unto thee, and 
to thy ſeed after thee, That this,” you add, re- 
ceived divine ſanction as to all the believing ſons of 

Abraham (Jews or Gentiles) and their ſeed, appears to 

ms molt plainly intimated by conſidering and compar- 


ing 


— nn — > Ac 
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483 


ing the following {criptures, viz. Rom. xv. S. il. 102 Itby 


| the believing ons of - Abraham, and their ſeed, you mean 


Chre/tians and their children, or infant offspring, the above 5 
ae contain no ſuch intimation as you mention. 
ot the leaſt hint is to be found there concerning a 


tarnal ſeed, or concerning any ſeed at all. Another 


inſtance this of a ſcarcity of proper materials for your 
Work. The covenant made with Abraham and his 
feed,” ſays Mr. Haller, (p. 8 1) © includes and was de- 
Hgned to extend to all believers.” If ſo, ſaid a friend 
of mine, it included Sem, Melchizedek, Lot, and Job; 

and the command to circumciſe, together with the pro- 
miſe of Canaan for an inheritance, muſt have extended 


to their poſterity as well as tho baſe of of Abraham by Ifaac, 


the fon of promiſe. The 


entleman above-named 


Ons, at the ſame time, That by Abraham's ſeed is 


meant all that ſhall imitate the faith and virtue of Abra- 


bm, whether they be Jews or Gentiles : Nor does he 


venture to affirm, that that term includes their 7nfants 
along with them; therefore I cannot conceive of what 
uſe his words can be to you. But as your main argu- 
ment here is grounded on thoſe words, Gen. xvii. 7. 


Iwill be a God unto thee, and to thy feed after thee; it 
may be worth the while to enquire now who may be 


intended by Abraham's ſeed in this promiſe, as it refers 
to the Chriſtian diſpenſation. Not Abraham's natural 


| deſcendants, or children according to the fleſh, nor yet the 


my feed of believers as ſuch; for they which are the 
laren of the fleſh, theſe are not the children of God. Rom. 
Ix, S. br s children do the works of Abraham, 


John viii. 309.— But by Abraham's ſecd, in the above 
paflage, muſt be meant, in a particular and ſpecial 


manner, the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, who was long before 
Abraham's time known by the name of the woman's 
feed, This the Apoſtle very clearly ſhews when he 
ſays, © Now 10 dbratan and AIS SEED were the pro- 


_ 


5 a] 
miſes made: He ſays not, And ta ſeeds,” at of mam; b | 
CHRIST, I apprehend, may be viewed here as the Ml 
Head and Repreſentative of the Church; and this pro- 
miſe. may be allowed to belong to his people as the 
members of his myſtical body: Hence behevers in gene- 
ral are ſometimes conſidered as Abraham's ſpiritual off 
ſpring, or the children of his faith. Our Saviour 
. L and his Apoſtles very frequently explain the phraſes, 
| f | the feed of Abraham, and the feed of 1jrael, of perſons re- 
| ſembling them in faith and piety, though not deſcended 
from them: Nay, more than this, they aſſure the car- 
nal, unbelieving Jews, that they were not the children I 
| of Abraham, or the ſeed of Iſrael. Thus Paul favs, Mi 
They are not all Iſrael which are of Iſrael: Neither becauſe 
= they are the ſeed: of Abraham are they all. children. Rom. 
| 


ix. 6, 7. And our Lord, in his diſeourſe with che 
Jews, having admitted that they were the ſeed of Abra- WM 
ham according to the fleſh, tells them, F they were 4 
Abraham's children, that is, his children in a ſpiritual 1 
ſenſe, they would do, the works f Abraham. And the A= 
poſtle, ſpeaking of this very matter of Abraham's' be- 
lieving God, and having been. bleſſed by him, ſays, 
: Know ye therefore that they which are of faith, the ſame are 
E the children of Abraham. Can any thing, | therefore, be 
„ plainer, than that by the ſeed of Abraham, when the 
3 peculiar bleſſings of the New Covenant are promiſed to 
ſuch perſons, his ſpiritual ſeed are intended? But 
as the carnal feed had formerly, along with their pa- 
rents, a right to religious ordinances ; if God intended 
they ſhould be excluded under the goſpel, you thimk, 
notice would have been taken of it by the Apoſtle. 
|  (Þ+ 55.) And has not the Apoſtle taken fuffictent no- 
| tice of this excluſion, when he ſaid, They which are the 
children of the fleſh, theſe are not the children of 1 
| | | LNC 
See Stennett againſt Addington, P. 2. letter 7. 
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upon which you ground the excluſive right of believers* 
infants to baptiſm as mere pretences ; and RC 


utterly incompatible with the nature and ſpirit of Chriſ- 
tianity. © The judaizing teachers and their followers, 
together with the whole body of the unbelieving Jews, 


were then the warm adyocates for your pleas and claims. 


But the Apoſtle, though he owns that, while a Jew, 
he deemed ſuch things gain, yet declares that as a 


Chriſtian, or for Chri/t, he counted them loſs and dung. 
Phil. iii. 5, 7, 8. And he affirms that 'thoſe are the 


circumciſion (i. e. the circumcited in the goſpel ſenſe} 
which worſhip God in the Spirit—rejoice in Chriſt Jeſus, 


and have NO CONFIDENCE IN THE FLESH. 


With him agrees the Evangeliſt; when he ſays, that 


thoſe who are born of God. are his ſons, (i. e. in the 


above ſenſe): and mi theſe who: are born of bload, Tc. 


Nay, the excluſion in queſtion had been long before 


taken notice of, and publiſhed to the Jews, by ohn 


the: Baptiſt, when he ſaid, Think not to ſay. within your- 
felues,, We have Abraham to our Father, &c. But the 
Apoſtle,” you ſay, (referring to Col. ii.) “ ſeems. to us 
very plainly to indicate, that baptiſm ſucceeds circumciſion, 
c.. Had not this been the caſe,” you add, we 
much wonder why he | ſhould mention circumciſion 


at all when writing to Gentile converts, and arguing 


with them on the ſubject of baptiſm.” (p. 55.) The 
circumciſion the Apoſtle there mentions, Sir, is evi- 


— 


dently @ ſpiritual operation; for he ſays, it is mad: withb- 


owt hands, which cannot be ſaid of - baptiſm, It is 


no kind of wonder that this circumciſion” is menti- 
' oned along with baptiſm, ſeeing they are ſo far con- 
need, that an evidence of the former is, accord= 


ing to ſeripture, requiſite from thole who are ad- 


| mitted to the latter. As to your wondering hy 
. circumciſion 
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eircumciſioni ſhould be mentioned at all in that pa. 
ſage, unleſs to indicate that baptiſm now ſucceeds it, 
it reminds me of that witty eXUamation of yours, Ip. 
111.) „What great effect upon the mind do ſhadows 
ſometimes produce! Againſt this notion of baptiſm 
being ſubſtituted in the room of circumciſion, 1 beg 
leave to offer the following clear and concluſive rea- 
ſons.— 1. Had it been our duty te believe that baptiſm 
is ſubſtituted in the room of circumciſion, that ſubſti- 
tution would have been plainly revealed in ſcripture; - 
but not ſo much as the moſt diſtant hint of any fun 
thing is to be found there; therefore it cannot be our 
duty to believe it. Vou remember, Sir, that excel- 
lent declaration, and I wiſh you may never forget it 
What the ſcripture has not told me I ds not pretend to know. 
2. Had baptiſm been ſubſtituted in the room of cir- 
cumciſion, there is all the reaſon in the world to be- 
leve that it would bave been plainly declared by the 
Apoſtles when convened at Jeruſalem to ſettle the dif- 
pute that had commenced at Antioch, reſpecting the 
uſe or diſuſe of cirtumciſion: (Acts xv.) But ſince 
they made not the leaſt mention of any ſuch thing, there 
is the greateſt reaſon to believe that the notion is en- 
tirely groundleſs. 3. Had baptiſm been ſubſtituted 
in the room of circumciſion, the latter would then have 
been immediately laid aſide, for where one uſage is ; 
ſubſtituted in the room of another, it is implied that the 
other from that very moment ts ſuperceded : But it is [ 
evident that baptiſm did not ſupercede circumciſion, for K 
this continued to hold it own place, and to be lawfully 
practiſed for a long time after baptiſm was inſtituted”; 
Therefore this popular notion of -baptiſm being ſubſti- 
tuted in the room of' circumciſion, muſt be altogether 
unreaſonable and falſe. With reſpect to the covenant 
with Abraham, I would here farther obſerve, that it 
was certainly 7wo-fold, and had reſpect to him both n 
| G | a religious. 


1 


TRY) 


a religious capacity, as the father of the faithful; and 
In a civil capacity, as the progenitor of a numerous 
people, ſeparated by Providence to the enjoyment of 
peculiar  natiqnal. bleſſings: Wherefore the bleſſings 
_ Mromiſed him in the firſt of theſe characters, as a good 
man and a believer, ſuch as the pardon of fin, ever 
good thing of the preſent life, and everlaſting happineſs 
In the world to come, &c. are the ſawe as God hath 
Promiſed to all real Chriſtians. - Theſe bleffings are 
comprehended in the aſſurance that God would be his 
od, and in the like aſſurance to the pious under the 
atriarchal, Jewiſh, and Chriſtian diſpenſations. But 
the bleſlings promiſed him in his other character, as 
the the head of a numerous people, the Jews, were 
2 to bim and them, and common to none be» 


Four remarks on the words into and aut of, (p. 88) are 
trifling and impertinent. Nobody conſiders thoſe words 
as any more than ſtrong corroberative proofs that to bap- 
Fg 720 : 5 1 am, Sir, &c. 
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I: the arguments you have advanced, do really per-. 
| ade you that infant baptiſm is.commanged in ſerip- 
_ tur, I cannot imagine how you can paſhbly ſatisty 
HPurſelf that the ſcripture is the ward of Ged. To 
See Sennett againſt Addington, P. 2, letter 2. 
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me it àppeats Exteedingly difficult (if fot abſolutely i 
poffible) to prove the Mrine authority of the. Bible, . 
upon the A that the baptiſm of infants is there KM 
commiatided, —— Had it been, in truth, the will of God 4M 
that ififants ſhould be baptized, He Would, doubtlel[s, calf 
have expreſty declared it ſomewheré, and nor have 1a 
us to grope for it in the dark field of conſequehee, ihe 
| ference and andlbgy.——Baptiſhi is à po/itive religious 
duty; and a8 fuch its foundation; muſt be an expreſs di- 
wine declaration, Had infant baptiſm, therefore, belong- 
ed to God, the Bible, if it bethe WORD OF GOD, 
and the only revelation of His will to us, would, certaini- _ 
ly, contain an expreſs decliiration to fupport arid enforce 
it. But nothing of the kind can be fouhd there. To 
allow tie divine authority of the Bible, and at the fame 
time w fuppoſe and plead that infant baptiſt is there 
commanded, is, ſutely, to degtade the Bible beneath 4 
human code, and its Author beneath molt of the legis - 
ſlators of this world. The evidence Jo tiave produced 
in order to ſupport the divine authofity of infant bap= 
tiſm, is abſolutely inſufficient—altogether unworthy of 
God, and éven of à juſt and Wile Ruran ia 
Evety idea I have of the Divine Character obliges me * 
to think, that if infant baptiſm had been from Heaven, 
it would have been revealed in fo plain a manner that 
any ſerious man, pofleſſed of but common ſenſe, might 
ealily find it oat, without the help of any other guide 
but the Bible. But 1 have never met with a ſingle in- 
ſtance of a man attivitg at the knowledge of infant 
baptiſm by reading the ſeriptüres: Nor do I, indeed, 
expect to intet with ſuch an inſtance, for I believe it - 
is a thitig that can never happen; Yet, on the "other 
To „I could produce many inſtances of people brought 
ver to our principles by reading the Bible, without 
having evet ſeen any Baptifts, or ſo much as Knowing 
that there were ſuch people in the world. Some ſuch 
| | = 3 ___- inſtances 


cc 1 


. 
i : ; ; od 


A 


——_ — ww © =_ Ge N 
3333 n 


— * =_ - 
- 4 _ a i. - == a \ * 3 . * j i — 
G — — $6. — — 2 * 1 ro — 
3 — 2 41. . ICON 2 2 g G G 5 L \ 
; „ * a1 . = 8 
* 


- 222 — hay 

— — Ye ren, 
___ — I? b * 
—— wm * = 


— MTS. - 
— # 


Sw 
— — 
La A r < EX 
= — 2 — — — 5 
— —— — — = \ 
TIE 2 ˙ A 
7 — 2 . 


* 
. — 
* * 


—— 


— 
„ 
by — — 
— ——— — 
ng 
— — — — 


— 
— — 
— — 
o — 
2 


y 
— 
* 
— 
— — — —— 
——— 


r 
= ——— — 
= Wa 
= = «Fa 


— 
— 


i 


= 25 


| inſtances occurred in this kingdom, and others elſe > 


where, Mr. Keach, 1 think, relates a very remarka- 
ble one, which happened in Nerth America in the laſt , 
age: The ſubſtance of which is as follows, which you 
Will give me leave to, recite memoriter, as I have not 


the book now by me.—*<* Some of the New England. 


miffionaries, who were Pedobaptiſts, having preached; 
with good ſucceſs ampng the Indians, at length 
tranſlated the New Teſtament into their language: 


Having done this, they told the new converts, That 


that book contained a perfect rule of faith and practice: 


Which ſet them, like the noble Bereans, upon ſearch- 


ing in good earneſt, and judging for themſelves. —The 
reſult was, They ſaw that infant baptiſm had not the 


leaſt foundation in that book, and they received upon 


the fulleſt conviction, and moſt ſatisfory evidence, the 
doctrine of the immerſion of believers in water, in the 
name of Father, Son, and Holy. Ghoſt, as the bap- 
tiſm of the New Teſtament.” This, Sir, is neither 


ſtrange nor marvellous——lt will always happen fo 


to people in ſimilar circumſtances. Thoſe who ſet out 


in the ways of religion without any guide but the Bible, 


can never become advocates for infant baptiſm. Had 
ſuch a thing been poſſible, it would ſome time or other 
in all probability have happened. Hs | 

I ſhall now, Sir, in compliance with your polite pro- 
poſal, (p-. 102) tell you my waking thoughts upon the teſ- 
timonies of the Ancients, which you have produced in 
your 5th chapter; and endeavour to vindicate my aſ- 
ſertion in the Review, p. 4, That none of thoſe of the two 


Fit ages, as far as has been yet diſcovered, ever dreamed of 


ſuch à practice as infant baptiſm. It is, 1 apprehend, 
quite needleſs for me here to notify, that by the two firſt 
ages I meant the two firſt ages or centuries of the Goſpel 
diſpenſation. I allowed that the ſenſe and practice of 
numbers of thoſe of the third and folbwing ages were in 
IS | favour. 
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Favour of your ſentiments. . To what purpoſe then did 
you bring forward Tertullian,' Origen, Cyprian and the 
other African doctors convened at Carthage; ſince all of 
them lived after the time in which I plead that infant 
baptiſm had no adherents? Tertullian and Origen flou- 
riſhed in the former part of the third century: Cyprian, 
and the Fathers who compoſed the famous council of | 
Carthage, about the middle, or towards the latter part 
of it. I never thought of denying that infant baptiſm 
began to be practiſed in the third century. It cer- 
tainly was in ufe in that age, at leaſt amongſt the 
African Chriſtians : And ſo were alſo, infant communion, 
ſpenſors, the. fign of the craſs, chriſm, &c. as the writings 
vf ſome of the fathers of that time fully prove, You 
charge me (p- 105) with having delivered myſelf in the 
Remew in too poſitive a manner on this head, and pat. 
ing before I duly attended to the other fide. But, I affure 
you, Sir, J have not been yet convinced that 'your 
charge is juſt. I am not conſcious of having aſſerted 
any thing without conſideration, The principal publi- 
cations on both ſides of the queſtion I have carefully 
peruſed: And ſtill I am of opinion that infant baptiſm 
cannot be ſupported from ſcripture, nor yet from the 
writings of any of the fathers of the two firft ages, and 
that it was the third century that gave birth to that 
uſage, along with its worthy relatives above no- 
ticed. Tertullian is the ff! who mentions infant bap- 
tiſm: And this ſame father, as Dr Stenmett and others 
obſerve, makes/mention alſo (in his books de Bapt. I. ii. 
c. 18. & c. 7. and de Corona, c. 3.) of ſponſors in bap- 
tiſm, the /n of the croſs, anointing the baptized, and 
giving them mil and honey: And Cyprian, as you allows . 
who lived in the ſame age, mentions infant communion 
alſo, as in uſe in his time.“ All thefe rites, Sir, are 
in my opinion full as edifying, and make altogether as 
IST | I 23 
See Stennett againſt Addington, P. 2. p. 244” * 
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Keb and becoming. an appearance in religion, as ins 


fant baptifm itſelf, in whoſe company they firſt entered 


Into the world, Thoſe who plead for that, ought in 


no wiſe, I think, to object to zheſe: Since they are, at 
leaft, equally uſeful. to mankind, and as honourably 
deſcerided ; having, moſt certainly, ſprung from the 


Very lame flock. Beſides, as they made their firſt ap- 
peatance together, let them; hy all means, be either re- 


ceived or rejected together. There is fiot in this ſolemn 
group the leaſt inequality or difproportion that I could 
ever ſee ; for never; ſurely, was 2 ſet of ceremonies of 
uman appointment bettet matched : Which ſeems to 
new, that the doctors of the third age were eminently 
qualified for the then faſhionable arid impottant offices 
of Propagitors of ſuperſtition and ceremony-mongers. 
I ſhall now attend to the teſtimony of Juſtin Martyr 


| and lrenæus, who are all the witneſſes you have thought 


proper to produce from among the writers of the e- 
cond century. Juſtin flouriſhed towards the middle of that 
century, and Jrenæus about thirty or forty years after him. 
1 have carefully conſidered what Wall, Towgood, Adding- 
ten, and others, have ſaid upon the words you have 
quoted from theſe two fathers, and ſtill I am quite un- 
able to fee that they give the ſmalleſt degree of coun- 
tenance to your cauſe, or diſcover in the leaſt that they 
knew any thing at all of ſuch a practice as infant ſprink- 
ling. The firſt part of Juſtin's Double Tefliniony, as you 


call it, I ſhall beg leave to lay down ſomewhat more 


largely than you have done, which will render his mean- 
ing, I apprehend, the more obvious. Þ will ſhew 
you,” ſays he, how we dedicated ourſelves ro God 
when we) were made new in Chriſt, that I may not ſeem 
to do wrong by omitting any thing in this defence. As many 
as ate perſuaded and do believe that thoſe things which 
are taught and ſpoken by us are true, and engage to 
live accordingly, are inſtructed to pray and implote of 

e God 
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God with faſting, the forgiveneſs of their paſ fins. we 
aying and faſting together with them, They are thep- 
Jed by us to a place where there is water, and they aj 
regenerated with the fame kind of regeneratian with - 
which we were regenerated. For in the name 00 Y \ 
the Father and Lord of all, and of our Saviouf Jelu | 
 Ehrift, and of the Holy Spirit, they are then SANS. 1 
in water. For alſo Chriſt dan lad, + Except ye be | 
regenerated ye cannot enter into the kingdom of Hea- 
ven. We learned the reaſon of this from the A poftles, 


that ſince we were born at firſt without our knowledge, 


by neceffity,—and brought up in wicked cuſtoms, "we 
ſhould not continue children of neceſſity and Ignorance 
but of choice and knowledge, and receive forgiveneſs 0 


— 


» * 


dur former fins by water.“ Here, Sir, is not the leaſt mens» 
tion of infant baptiſm, nor the moſt diſtant hint about- 
it: Which is a proof that it was hot practiſed in that 
age. For had it been then in uſe, Juftip, undoubteds 
ly, would have ſaid ſo, as his not ſaying it would have 
been inconſiſtent with that fincerity and impartiality 
which he profeſſed when he propofed' to the Emperor. 
not to ſeem to do wrong by omitting any thing in his defences 
(or, as Dr. Wall renders it, left if I ſhould leave out 
that, I might ſeem to deal unfairly, &e.) Whereas it 
was not dealing fairly with the Emperor, and not giv- 
ing him' a full and fair account of the 'adminiftration 
of baptiſm to all its proper ſubjects, if infants had uſed 
to be baptized. How eaſy, as Dr. Gale ſays, had it 
been for Juſtin to have Ns 09 only they who are per- 


- 


( 
Suaded and do believe, &c. but alſo to have added, toges- | 
ther with their infant children, are baptized? Beſides, as: | 
the ſame writer and others have obſerved, there was 
a particular occaſion for Juſtin expreſly to mention in- | 
fant baptiſm had it been chen practiſed; ſince the Chriſ-' 
tians were charged with uſing their infants barbarouſly ; 1 
which he might have removed, had this been the Lo _ 
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vieto, p. 20. It certainly means properly and neceſſa- 
xily to teach, or to diſciple by teaching. lt never means, 


ſays a very ſenſible writer, any diſcipling but what KF 
comes by teaching, yet is ſomething farther than teach= _ | 
ing, that is, to perſuade and convince by it. There 


can be no doubt, therefore, that the paſlage before us, viz. 

ol £x Tad s, αν&ubG tw X ought to be 
tranſlated, Ibo were taught, or inſtructed in Chrift from 
their childhood ; juſt as Timothy is ſaid to have known the 
hely ſcriptures from à child. (2 Tim. iii. 15.) But what 


man in his ſenſes will from hence conclude that infants 


in Juſtin's time were baptized.” There is not the leaſt ; 
reaſon to believe that Juſtin's idea of a diſciple was at 
all different from that of our Lord, when he _— 
6 Ie / : | 8 5 ; 1 5 ; at 
.* Gill's Antipædobapt. p. 10. e + BN 
+ Barker's Duty, Circumſtances, and Benefits of Bap- 
tiſm, p. 8. 1 ä 3 
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that ſelf-denial, taking up the croſs and following Him, 
were neceſſary to make a man a diſciple.f That the}, 
ſame word is here uſed as in the commiſſion, — 
no more than what the Baptiſts readily grant, viz, that 
ſuch as are inſtructed in Chriſt, or are diſcipled to Chriſt 
by teaching, be they ever ſo young, are to be baptized,”* 
The latter part of your reaſoning on this Fatler's ſe- 
cond teſtimony, I declare, I am not able to comprehend. 
It is a myſtery to me how + ger: telling the Emperor 
that the Chriſtians had diſciples among /! them of both ſexes, 
from their childhood, could evince, or prove to him, that 
they were no ſect of the Fews, theſe diſturbers of the govern- - 
ent, &c. (p. 95.) But very poſſibly you will not think 
proper to believe me here. I have not forgotten the 
affair you have mentioned p. 85. —viz. He. inſinuates 
that I had ſo ſtated the cafe, as that it was no objection 
of theirs But herein he knew better.“ The plain 
Engliſh of which is, bat he has inſinuated is a; pov: 
ond wilfal falſboed, This muſt be rather an odd ſpect 
men of that-propriety and delicacy of behaviour which 
ſome people ſeem ſo much to value themſelves for. 
Ine teſtimony of Trenæus, if it be his, is nent to be 
conſidered. The paſſage, a little more extenſiye than 
you have ventured to lay it down, is as follows 
4 All will own three Paſſovers are not one year. 
How then did our Lord preach only one year? He 
was thirty years old when he came to baptiſm, having 
afterward come to the perfect age of a maſter, he came 
to Jeruſalem, When a maſter therefore, he was of 
a maſter's age, not himſelf breaking his own law of 
human nature, but ſan/7ifying. every age by its likensſs 10 
himſelf. For he came to fave all by himſelf ; all, I ſay, 
who are born again to God by him, infants, lth ones, 
boys, youths, and elders :- (or, as. others. render the words, 
infants, little ones, —— young men and old men) _ 


THERE. 
1 Luke XIV, 26, 27» 33. 3 | 3 * 5 
See Stennett's Anſwer to Addington, P. 2, p. 219. 
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THEREFORE. HE PAST /- THROUGH. ALL, 
AGES, being an infant ambng the infams, ſanctify ying 
infants: a little one among little ones, ſanctifying thoſe 


ot that age, and being to them an example of piety, 


:righteouſneſs and ſubjection; a youth amongſt youth, 
being an example to youths, and ſanctifying them in the 


1 ſo alfo AN jELDER. AMONG DHE EL- 


THAT HE MIGHT BE A PERFECT 
MAS ER. IN AGE AS WELL AS IN TEAC H- 
ING,. .SANCTIFYING THE ELDERS, AND 


BEING AN EXAMPIE TO THEM. . Laftly, he 


came to death, that he might be the firſt begotten from 
the dead, having ere ee in all things. lle 
ame to baptiſm, not having compleated thirty years, 
as Luke ſays, Jeſus began to be about thirty. 
be preached but one year after baptiſm, be fuffertd while yet 
4 enen, , allvotom thirty is the beginning of youth, 

fort nd Tube fautia un, Hb it 
Aeclines 10 EL ER AGE, WHICH OUR LORD 


HAD WHEN HE TAUOHT. If there is 


any mention of baptiſm here, it is only occaſional, for 
ade author's deſign is to he that Jeſuncpnihched 3 


chan ore year, and that he lived to fiſty or upwarqs. 


Los probe the laſt, he ſays, as he came to fave 


all ages he paſted} through all, which he ſeems to di- 
vide thus Infants wider ten, little ones to twenty, 
boys: (peri) under thirty; ſo in his epiſtle to Florinus, 


be calls himſelf (puer) a boy when twenty-five : from 
thirty-to forty, he is expres, is youth, as) as (,- 


mier) an elder begins from forty and fifty. All theſe, 
he fays, Jeſus ſanctiſied, and mentions his being 
ample to little ones youths and elders. . Now ſuppo· 


amex - 


ling this paſſage to bel genuine, (Which cannot be rea- 
in, _ even chen it will by no n anſwer 
# Pour 


* Barker on . as before, . 70: 
158 Ibid, P- . 
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Baptiſt Miniſter of my acquaintance in that country, 


ſenſe,” as. a judicious writer obſerves, the ſtate of in- 


extends it to f#urtzen : The laws of England call all per- 


whoever. examines impartially the above paſſage, will, 


After all, I think it muſt be exceedingly evident 


Salneæ 


1 


your pürpoſt It will be in fiſt place necalliey to 
rove, that by born again, or rezenerated, is meant bap= 
tized, which yet ſome learned ten of the firſt rank 
deny, and affrm that that manner of {peaking did not 
obtain as early as Irenæus's time.“ But had it obtain 
ed as early, and had it been quite certain that Trenæus | 
wrote that paſſage, and by regenerated there meant bap= 
rized ; ſtill, I apprehend, it would only prove that ſomie 
Were baptized under ten: which is no more than 12 
is done among the Baptiſts at this day. A letter 
have lately received from Wales informs me, that a 


dae in the courſe of the laſt year near forty, per- 
ſons, among W were ſeveral children from ane th 
twelve years of 2 It is exceedingly probable, Sir, 
that in the above Page the word infantes is uſed ra- 
ther in a proper than a vulgar ſenſe. In a proper 


5 n to the age of ſeven years; to Which pe- 
A088 hag been noted Jhe celebrated Hippocrates limits 
it, and many, have been converted before that age. 
Monffeur Danet, ; from the Greek and Latin writers, 


ſons infants who are \ nder the age of tweity-ane : And 


F believe, find reafon to think that the author 
extended the period of infancy at leaſt” to ten g 


that Trenæus could not be the author of the paſſage in 


er : Nobody, ſurely, can ' oppoſe, that he could 
| 15 ff 2 be 


» See Gale 5 Letters, No. 1 I 2 „ and Gill's 8 | 


40%. Taylor, as before, 780. 
ft Dia. Gr. & Rom. Amiq. on the welds A all 


$ See Gale's Letters, No. rk Barker, as before, P. 72 
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be ſo very ignorant and credulous as to aſſert that 
_ Chriſt aſia through every age; that is, that he lived to 
be an old man; and that he had this by tradition from 
the Apoſtles; notwithſtanding the ſacred hiſtory of the 
New Teſtament is directly againſt him. Who can for- 
bear, therefore, ſuſpecting that this paſſage is not ge- 
nuine? Nay, the whole chapter from which it is taken 
is liable to the ſame ſuſpicion : for the writer, whoever 
he was, by fixing, in the beginning of it, our Saviour's 
baptiſm at about thirty, and mentioning three Paſſovers 
as intervening between that and his death; and, at the 
cloſe, affirming that he lived till above fifty, evidently 
contradicts himſelf.”'* "Theſe things, Sir, properly conſi- 
dered, are enough to convince any impartial man, that 
it was none of the Fathers of the ſecond century that 
did write this diſputable paſſage; much. leſs ſo learned, 
well-informed, and venerable a Father as Jreneus. _ 
By this time, I think, I have made it very clear that 
your teſtimonies of the ancients will in no wiſe ſerve your 
cauſe or diſſerve mine: Here I ſhall beg leave to obſerve, 
that it is not a ſentiment, peculiar to-the Baptiſts that in- 

=_ fant baptiſm was unknown to the chriſtians of the two 
_ fiſt ages Some very eminent Pædabaptiſis are of the 
br ſame opinion. The learned Curcellzus, as quoted by 
Dr. Stennett and others, owns that infant baptiſm was 
_—_ zninwn to the two firſt ages after Chrift ; in the third and 
_ fourth it was approved by a few, till at length in the fifth 
4 and follotuing ages it began to obtain in divers places; and 
_ Zherefore this rite is, indeed, obſerved by us as an ancient cu 
wem, but not as an apoſiolicel tradition.” And in another 
li place he ſays, < That the cuſtom of baptizing infants did not 
begin before the third age after Chrift : but in the two former 
ages there appears not any trace of it. Syuicerus, another 
very learned Pedobaptiſi, declares, That in the two firſt 
ages no one received baptiſm, but he who, having been * 
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#d in the faith, and imbued with the doftrine of Chrifl, uu 
#bl; to 100% that he believid.* © 
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Now, Sir; 1 have given you my thoughts upon as ; ] 


may of the teſtimonies of your ancients, as may ſeem 
to affect my we” an concerning the antiquity of in- 
fant baptiſm. The teſtimony of Origen, as you are 
pleaſed to name it, and which you call upon me (p. 
100) to invalidate, is of no weight at all. — The cha- 
racter of the ancient tranſlations of that Father's works 
you cannot be ignorant of.-—The learned Du Pin ſa 
of thoſe works, They are tranflated with ſo much liber, 
that it is a difficult matter to diſcern what is Otigen's'own 
from what has been fuifted in by the interpreter.” ——Scali> - 
ger, Daille, Huetius, and others, ſeem to have been 

much of the ſame opinion. The tranſlator Rn 
| lived about the latter part of the fourth century; and 
the paſſages you have quoted bear a much greater re- 
ſemblance to the writings of that time than to thoſe of 
above an hundred years before, when "Origen lived: 


"Theſe confiderations, Sir, will ſufficiently invalidate the - | 


above teſtimony. _ SLY 

The ſudden and rapid progreſs of the change of 
the ſubjects of baptiſm from adults to infants, is by no 

means a very marvellous event, conſidering the character 
of the period in which it took place: nor is it the only 
event of the kind to be met with in the annals of ec- 
clefiaſtical hiſtory— Even in our own country a change 
no leſs ſtrange took place not many ages ago, in the 
adminiſtration of this ordinance ; for in the courſe of 
about fifty. years immerſion was wholly laid aſide, and 
ſprinkling ſubſtituted in its room, without any warrant 
from; ſcripture, and contrary to the expreſs words of the 
Rubrick of the church of England as-it now ſtands, and 
even when immerſion had been the common practice here 
for upwards of a thouſand years. © LDN 2 
n I am, Sir, &c. 
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rk having left my favdurite ſpot for religious 
_ cpbit, the. ſcripture's. ſure and hallowed ground, to 
—_ ark, in purſuit of you, the: frelds:of uninſpired and 
iallible antiguity,. Lam'bappy to find thyſelf, at length, 
returned: ſafe; and without much fatigue, to my former 

deere and proper ſtation. The argument for infant 
=_ ipjinkling, founded: on the: ſcripture account of the 
f baptiaing of houſeholds, requires but a ſhort. anſwer : 
 Iadied, you have ſhewed me the way to hew down an 
hundred fuch arguments as that at one firoke.—Y ou al- 
the BErble's| /ufffciency, and proteſi.Mhut the ſcriprure 
Bo bas: not told me I do not pretend to fuotu. If the Bible is a 
15 Auficient rule to the chriſtiian, the ſcheme of infant 8 
—_ H@©riakling is abſolutely indefenfible, for that ſacred book 
17 lays; not 2 word about it. The like may be ſaid of the 
preſent argument H we muſt believe nothing, as chrif- 

tians, but what the Bible reveals, we cannot poſſibly 

believe that there were inſants in thoſe houſeholds, for 

the Bible reveals no ſuch thing. You know, Sir, and 
all the world knows, that the ſacred oracles no where 
5 fay that there were infants in Lydia's houſehold, nor in 
ay one of the other houſcholds baptized in the apoſto- 
lie age. Muſt it not be exceedingly. ftrange then, 
_ that you, in oppoſition to, and in defiance of your own 
14 moteſiations, ſhould plead: that there were mfants in 
_ tho houſcholds?—There is but one way that I know 
of to account for this Infant ſprinkling is not from 
4 11 


7 


t 1 


; Sledrein, but of men: The vindies tien 0f dall N 
matters whavſoever, that come under "this dete, 
is always a buſineſs of ſuppoſition, conjeRure, and i 
conſiſtency. But the droſleſt part of your "Whole" 
about thoſe houſeholds is the flowing paſſage, 1 
«« Whereas we read of believers and their 99 555 bag: 
tized, it concerns our opponents o PR THAT- 
THERE WAS NOT one m in ſuch "Fainilies”? 


Penis, my good Sir, is worſe and worſe. I thought it 


had been an undoubted and unpardonable breach of fe 
law of diſputation, to put an opponent upon'provings | 
negative. Surely, you mult have known, that fince e 
Yuppofe and plead that there were infants in"thofe Famj- 
hes, it is your buſineſs, and not mine, to probe it. I 
was very wrong in you to ſay, Tat I. am concerned 
to prove that there Was in theſe houſes not dne itffarit 

lam concerned only to prove, That che ſeripturs 


does not inform us Wat tet was ſo much as ole in- 


fantithere; which eertzinty is 'very*prafiticable : "Arid 
you know they muſt be a very ſtrange 58 df People 
who pretend to tw, a8 Anif ges, hat de ſcripture 5 
e tells them. Here I beg leave to dbſerye, 552 That 
th Baptiſts have no"ocgaſion abſclatly to deny * 
there were infants in*thoſe: houſes, (düsen it is at 
but mere conjecture) for the ſcripture Ge men- 
tions all the houſe, When only the adult part of it is = 
Fo Thus it is faid, ALL. the Bilſe® "of NI 
thered togeiber, and mull "Abimeleth' king; (Judg. tx. 65 
ye none will-affitm chat infants had any band in this. 
Kke mafrtier, When it is faid, He "feared Gen tolth 
_ his 'boiiſe. (Acts x. 2.) They" pate unto him the 
word of 'the Lord, and "to ALL. af were in his bake, 
(chap. Xi. 32.) He tejoiced, believing in God with A ” 
his Reuſe (ver. 34) © Griſpus 31 vn the Lird with 
ALL his houſe, {cha Xviii. 8.) It is certain that if 
there were Mala l. theſe houſes, * muſt ho en 
| eptec o 


Eepted,- in ſuch paſſages, for this plain reaſon, that in- 
fants can neither be ſaid to fear God, hear the word, 
believe, or rejuice in it. And if they cannot be in- 
cluded ui the ALL who believed, &c. neither can they, 
by any rule of, reaſoning, be included in the ALL who 
were baptized; for that word is not more comprehen- 
five in de latter than in the former caſe; and the con- 
nection demonſtrates that the ſame; perſons are intended 
in both. If any however, will contend, that the word 
ALL ſignifies every individual in thoſe houſes, without 
exception, we have no objection ; but then they muſt 
at the jame time allow, that every individual of them 
Were believers, and this leaves no room to ſuppoſe. that 
there were any infants in thoſe houſes. Nor will it 
be admitted, Sir, that children, (if by that term you 
mean infants) ©. moſt. commonly make no inconſiderable 
part of a family ;* (p. 114) for it is well known that 
the far greateſt number of families is without infants; 
fo that mo/? commonly they make no een all of a family. 


. Your remarks on the ſcripture account of thoſe, houſe- 
holds, eſpecially that of the Jailer, reminds me of. the 
obſervations of a writer already named, upon the man- 
Ner in which this argument has been handled by fome 
of your brethren. *< Others,” ſays he, convinced that 
no argument for infant baptiſm can be drawn from thoſe 
Houſes, whilſt ſome ſtubborm texts ſtand in the way, 
have fallen to work, as with hammers and axes, to cut 
them down. I ſhall, give a few inſtances. The ſacred 
hiſtorian tells us that Cornelius was a-devout man, and 
ene that feared God WITH ALL HIS HOUSE, (Acts. 
x. 2.) Not ſo, ſays Mr. Huddlgſion, none in Corneli- 


bY: us's houſe ſeared. God but himſelf.t Of the ſame E 
Wl houſe of Cornelius, together with ſome of his kinſmen,, 
i is written, The HOLY GHOST fell on all of, 

_ 3 An 1,4 SR 

WH. „ Maclean againſt Huddleſton, &c, p. 20 

1.5 1 FHuddleſton's Letters, p. 54. 


tbem which HEARD the word,” ver! 44; and Fete 
ſays, God purified their hearts by FAITH, chap. &. 


9. But the above writer tells us, that the account of 
the houſe of Cornelius hearing, believing, or receiving 
the Holy Ghoſt, is not true,“ and that it cannot be at- 


firmed in the fear of God that he had any houſe elſe 
but little children.“ Of the Jailer and his houſe, it 


is alſo written, that Paul and Silas © ſpake unto him the 
word of the Lord, AND TO ALL THAT WERE 
IN HIS HOUSE.“ chap. xvi 32. This he likewiſe 


treats as a falſnood, and denies that «+ Paul and Silas 
had. any other hearer from the ſailer's houſe belides 


himſelf.” We are further told that the Jailer rejoiced 


| believing in God WITH ALL HIS HOUSE,” vet. 
34. But Mr. Glas aſſures us there was no ſuch thing; 
that none in the Jailer's houſe believed but himſelf, and 


that his rejoicing was not in God, but in the whole 
houſe. His words are, It is ſaid, ver. 34, that he be- 
lieved ; and there is no mention of any other believing 


but himſelf. The text ſays that he believed God, rejoicing © 


in the whole houſe: myanMacato Tavart > 
as Rom: xii. 12. rn £ATids YalporTes, Tejoiang in 
in hope. This joy is his who fell down before Paul 


and Silas It was he that rejoiced believing in God.“ 


Glas's works, vol. ii. p. 129, —— ut in oppoſition to 
this uncouth criticiſm, I ſhall demonſtrate even to the 


conviction of the Engliſh reader, that the adverb 


WAVOLKL (of was, all, and ono, houſe) 


1 a 


is the ſame with SUN PANTI OIKO, with all the houſe. ll 


This is clear from the undeniable ſenſe of other paſſages 
where it occurs. The Seventy uſe this word in Exod: 
i. 1. Now theſe are the names of the children of II- 


rael which came into Egypt, (EKASTOS PANOIKT, 


i, e.) each man with' his whole houſe.” Or, ſhall we 
a 8 ˖ 1 : . 
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3 ſay, 


F 


(68 1 


my, according to the criticiſm, that only the eleven 


„ patriarchs came into Egypt; that this journey was 
| theirs, and that their families were left behind? The 
only other place where I have met with this word is in 

- _ Foſepbus Antig. b. 4. chap. 4. ſect. 4. where, ſpeaking 
ot the law reſpecting the offerings allotted for the prieſts 
maintenance, he fays, it was appointed that they 
.(PANOIK1) with their whole fumilies, might eat them 
zin the holy city.” Should any one ſtil] imagine that 


theſe offerings pertained only to the prieſt himſelf ; that 
this eating was his, and that none of his family partook 
with him, I refer him to the Jaw itſelf of which Foſe- 
Phus is ſpeaking, « In-the moſt holy place ſhalt 
thou eat it I have given them unto thee, and to th 
ſons, and to thy daughters with thee, by a ſtatute for 
ever: every one that is clean in thy houſe ſhall eat of 
it.” Numb. xviii. 10, - 20. Thus it is clear beyond all 
diſpute, that our,tranſlators have given the true mean- 
ing of this word, and that when a man does any thing 
PANOIKI1, he does it in concert with a whole houſe, 
who are equally engaged therein with himſelf.'* This 
quotation, Sir, as well as the Reviewer Reviewed, ſhews 
to what unreaſonable and ftrange lengths ſome people 
will go rather than renounce a favourite hypotkeſis. 
Fhat paſſage in 1 Pet. iii. 19, 20, I conſider as only 
correborating my thoughts that 10 baptize is the ſame ' 
thing with to dip, and that adults are the only ſcriptural 
ſubjeQs of baptiſm—— The ſituation of the ark in the 
waters of the flood ſeems well to agree with immerſion, 
but ust at all with ſpriniling :—And the phraſe, The an- 


| fwer of a good conſcience, well deſcribes the "obedience of 


a behever, but does not appear to have the leaſt agree- 
ment with the ſprinkling of a few born infant. 
The mention of water, in the text, is a proof that the 
Holy Ghoſt had the admini/iration of baptiſm» in 
7 view: 
* Maclean as before, p. 21, 23. | 


/ 


6%ùV . §‚ / 3. on «© 


view: And as it is the water of the flood He ſpeaks of A 
2 type of that ordinance, common ſenſe remonſtrates: 7 


againſt its being once ſuppoſed that He meant by bap-" 
tiſm a tite which is to be performed by ſprinkling” a 


few drops of water on the face. The anſwer d 200d” 
conſcience being ſpoken of as a general thing, or hat is 
common to all who rightly ſubmit to baptiſm, quite inva- 


lidates the objection which you have inſerted} from Dr. 
Whitby, p. 119. That circumciſion was formerly, 


and that baptiſm is now a ſeal of the covenant of grace, 


(as you. plead p. 120, 121, &c.) or, indeed, of any 


other covenant, the ſcripture no where tells me ; therefore, 


I neither know nor believe any ſuch thing.— This, I con- 
ceive, is a ſufficient explanation of my ſentiments on this 
head. If you can affirm that circumciſion was, and 


that baptiſm is the ſeal of any covenant, it is very evi-- 


dent that you can affirm what (according to your own 
declaration, p. 125) you do by no means pretend to now. 
You ſeem not at all pleaſed (p. 123) with what Thad 


laid about that paſſage, Jer. xxx. 20. (Review, p. 29.) 
I am till, Sir, of the ſame mind: But fince you are | 


of a very different opinion, I ſhall here beg leave to of- 


fer to your conſideration the following particular 


F paſſage ſbetus that the CHILDREN of believers 


* 


e a right to baptiſm, Do not Prov. xiii. 22. Ezek. 


 Xxxvii. 25. and ſuch like paſſages, ſhew likewiſe that their 
GRAND CHILDREN tao have a right to that ori. 
nance ? — 1 ſee now, vou Are not to be kept from | 

having recourſe continually to. the Old Teſtament in ſet- 


tling the debate about this goſpel in/litute : But to what 
this ſeeming unwillingneſs to abide. by the ſingle deci- 
ſion of the New Teſtament, is to be aſcribed, I will 


not take upon me to fay. It has, indeed, been ſuggeſt- 


ed, that the reaſon is ſimilar to that which induced 
Albert, Archbiſhop of Mentz, at the Diet of fugſhurgh, 


ſome 


angrily to lay by a Bible in which be had been reading. | 
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expreſs yourſelf, 
12, That there is but little firefs laid on what is merely 


_ Exactly: 
| Eng and think; 


| P disfigured the rites, ordinances, and laws of the 


SF rr "_ 


| 


[7.9% 1 
3 time.— Truly, * ſaid his Eminence, [2 1 bows : 


not what book this is, but 7 perceive it Makes all again 
11. 


1 chink you rellect wth very ill grace — 23, 1 þ 
upon my having addreſſed myielf, in the R CE On 


Friend: Might I not with, at leaſt, equal propriety Sa A 


ſerve, in your. manner, that the Reviewer Reviewed is 
dedicated to the author's own congr egation, and that he has 
made much more free wich their judgment than Jever 
did with my friend's? 
You blame me (p. 127) for inty oduding the abſurd ; 
wonſenſe of baptizing bells: In truth, Sir, I could not 
think, juſt then, of any thing elſe th Dat is equal (if that 
be really ſo) to the abſurd Fonte of ſprinkling in- 

fants, or to the ridiculous and infamous buſineſs of the 


Ipenſors in the eſtabliſhment, to which) you had referred. 


And I muſt now tell you that 1 thought it not a little 
ſtrange that a diſſenting miniſter ſhould ſtand up, and 
gravely apply the word ſolemn to the molt profane and 
impious piece of. work that eyen * ſervice of the nas 
tional church exhibits. | | 
As to the repetition of baptiſm, we as AKT a 
of it as you do; but we can no more think infant 
Fart to be chriſtian baptiſm; than we can that 
rinkhog a few drops of water on the face is bathing. 
K whole body. But this, perhaps, you will =" 
laying too. great a Areſ en what is merely ritual, as you 
p. 128. You have alfo intimated, p- 


ceremonial and circumſtantial in the chriſtian difpenſation.” 
ſo, Sir, do the Romiſh church and... that of 
and, conſequently, they have altered 


New Teſtament, and have decreed a vaſt multitude of 
new ones. T he people of Corinth alſo ſeem to have 
thought, like you, that the chriſtian diſpenſation lays 
but little ſtreſs on what is merely ceremonial and cir- 


Pp 1 cumſtantial, 


i ” 1 


nd. Hence they ventured to admit 2-44ripty of: 
innovations and abuſes into their church, at leaſt with 
reipect to the adminiſtration of the Lord's Supper. But 
it was not long before they were fully convinced of their: 
error, and that there was not quite fo little fireſs as 
they had imagined to be laid on the poſitive and ritual 
injunctions of Jeſus Chriſt. You. would do well, Sir, 
to obterve what the Apoſtle ſays on this occaſion, (1. 
Cor. xi. 30.) For this cauſe man; are weak and ſickly 
among you, and many fleep.' Does not this ſeem to 
teach us that it is not quite ſafe, even under the goſpel 
0 diſpenſation, to play and trifle with divine ceremomes ? 
And is it not written for the admonition of ſuch modern 
profeſſors as tread. in the ſteps of the Corinthians, pleads: 
ing, as an excuſe, that there is but little ſtreſs to be 

laid now on what is merely ceremonial? | 
J obſerve you uſe, the word circumſtantial licewiſe in 
the above place A word that is frequently proſtituted 
to the vileſt of purpoſes: Along with non-eſſentials, &c. it 
is perpetually rung in our ears from à certain quarter. 
A very great part of the toils of the labourers in our a- 
bernacles and preaching. houſes, conſiſt in a fooliſh” and ab- 
ſurd deſcant upon terms like theſe; and, conſequently, 
in wreſting the ſcripture, and perverting the truth. In 
one ſenſe, the authority of God renders all divine in- 
ſtitutions of equal importance; and though in another 
ſenſe, chriſtianity, indeed, has its weightier and lighten 
or leſſer matters, yet are we fo. far from having per- 
miſhon to trifle or diſpenſe with the latter, that our 
Lord expreſsly ſays, * Whoſoever ſhall break one of 
theſe lea commandments, and, ſhall: teach men ſo, he 
ſhall be called the J in the bangs of Heaven." 

(Matt. v. 19.) N 
I was quite ſurprized to hear, you talk, p. 121, that 
you had not omitted any thing of weight. or conſequence, 

either in Mr, Wilſon's piece ar mins: That, Sir, in my 

| 3 | 


Opinion, is ſo fur from being the caſe, that you have in 
; fact either totally omitted, or but very flightly and ſu- 
[ perficiatly examined all the weighty and conſequential * 


matters in both tracts. Of courſe, therefore, I muſt. 
wink that it was with no good grace you ſaid at the. 


doſe of your booæx if any notice ſhould be taken 
of this, 1 ſball not hold/myſelf bound to make any re- 
ply, unleſs its author ſhould write fairy, and in a ſpirit 
and eemper becoming a man who wiſhes to da as he 
The fix things you have offered to my conſideration, 
p. 19, &c.) are all that now remains unexamined: 
the manner in which you have ſtated them, I can- 
not but think that I have had the honour of conſidering 
them before you took upon you to do ſa; which is 
an inftance of an odd fort bf complaiſance to an op- 
ponent. The following anſwer, laid down in the 
ſame order with that in which you have. ſtated thoſe 
Aparticulars, will, I truſt, be quite ſufficient —1. All 
lexicographers agree that to dip or immerſe is the pri- 
mary and native ſignification of the Greek verb BAP- 
T7120, 10 baptiae Dr. Gal and others have fully 
proved, that the ſame verb is perfectly ſynony- 
mous with the Engliſh verb dip. Till you can con- 
fute the doctor's arguments, and thoſe of the other 
writers who have ſtood up on the ſame fide, and, 
withall, make it appear, that you underſtand Greek 
better than the moſt eminent lexicographers, I need 
not attempt a farther proof that the primitive chriſtians 
were all immerſeu 2. The church at Jeruſalem is 
one inſtance, out of a multitude, of a church conſiſt- 
ing only of adults immerſed, upon a profeſſion of faith, 
in the name of the Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt. All 


the other churches in the apoſtolic age were certainly of; 

the fame deſcription. That the firſt church at Jeru- 
falem conſiſted only of adults immetſed, is evident in 
g | bh 


6. 


T9 =”. 
that the Scripture has not once told us that any of the mem 
bers had water powred or ſprinkled upon them, or that fo 
much as one infant was there admitted to baptiſm. 
Surely, you are the laſt man in the world that one 
would expect to hear pleading that infant ſprinkling 
was uſed at that time, ſince the Word of God #o where 
ſays any ſuch thing — The fexce of ſcripture, Sir, 
is equal to an exp-e(s declaration againſt itz, Bap- 
tiſm from its firſt inſtitution repreſented- the burial and 
reſurrection of Chriſt it is as evident as words can 
make it, that it did ſo in the time of the Apoſtle Paul: 
And, ſurely, there can no good reaſon be given that it 
repreſented any thing then which it had not done from 
the beginning. That the baptized, before the death of 
— Chriſt, did not know that he ſhould fuffer and riſe from 
the dead, will not avail you here. The Diſciples did 
not e when they firſt partook of the Lord's 
Supper, that He ſhould ſuffer and die; yet nobody, 
ſurely, will venture thence to affirm that that ordinance. 
does not repreſent the ſufferings and death of Chrift.. 
4. That the ideas of cleanſing and purification will apply 
to baptiſm from its firſt inſtitution, will by no means 
prove that the ideas of a hurial and reſurredion alfa, 
are not at all times full as applicable to it. Nor would 
my argument be at all invalidated were I to allow 
that the alluſion to a burial and reſurrettion is really not 
the moſt common or frequent that the Holy Ghoſt takes 
notice of: It is quite enough to my purpoſe, that He 
_ doth, in truth, take notice of that alluſion as plainly as 
he doth of any other alluſion whatſoever. And this any 
| impartial man who will attentively read Rom. vi. 5, 4, 
and Col. ii. 12, 13. may eaſily * Your madgfiꝶy calls 
ing this alluſion a pretended one, will not, with the ſeri- 


ous and candid, who have properly adverted to thoſe 

. paſſages, deſtroy its reality. To your queſtion, 8 Why | 
fo much /treſs ſhould be laid upon this alluſion f* J 
e N a nſwer, 


* 
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nation had an equal right to it. 4 


| anſwers Becauſe the Holy. Ghoſt, in the above places, 
plainly teaches us to do fo ; and becauſe you, in direct 


oppoſition to Him, lay no ftrefs at all upon it. — 5. 
I firmly believe that chriſtian baptiſm is nothing ſhort 
of the immerſion of the whole body: And as to the 
conſequences you mention, I leave you to take care of 


them; for it is no buſineſs of mine. The neceſſity and 
importance of dipping are derived from the authority 


of Jeſus Chriſt, who inſtituted it: I hoſe who make 


it a term of communion, as you call it, act from a 


real perſuaſion that the primitive chriſtians had been all 


dipped before their admiſſion to the Lord's Table, and, 
therefore, that thoſe of the preſent day ought to follow 


their example To receive perſons into the church 


before they. have been immerſed in water, in the name 
of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, is, in their opi- 


nion, to receive them into it unbaptiaed; which they 


cannot ſee the New Teftament any where warrants. 


They: chooſe rather, therefore, to be branded with the 
odious epithets of bigots, formaliſts, &c. than to act in 


this or any other religious matter without either precept 


or precedent from ſcripture. In ſhort, they have no 


kind of veneration for that charity and candour, - at 


whoſe ſhrine the truth muſt be ſacrificed. ——6. Your 


laſt particular is altogether founded in error; as the fol- 
lowing hints ſufficiently ſhew.—Circumcifion was not 


deſigned for the infants of believers univer ſalh T hoſe 


of Shem, Melchizedek and Lot, who lived in Abra- 


ham's time, had no right to it Nor was it deſigned 


for all the infants of the Iſraelites; —it belonged only 


to the males; which plainly ſhews that it had not been 


intended for the infants of believers, as ſuch. Nor yet 
was the deſignation of this rite for the male infants of 
e believing Jews only, for thoſe of the wicked of that, 
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No acuninents Sir, I think, can be as} on the q 


abate facts for infant baptiſm but the following and the 
Uke, viz, — The infants 'of ſome believers in Abrahams 
time (ſuch asShem's, &c.) had no right to circumſiciom 

therefore the infants of all believers now have a right to. 
baptiſm. —Some of the infants of ſome believers were For. 


merly to be circumciſed ; therefore all the infants of all 


believers arenowto be baptized; The infants of ſome wicked 
men were, formerly, entitled to circumciſion ; therefore, 


the infants of all good men are noto entitled to baptiſm. 


This is, to be ſure, more curious than even Tertullian's 


logic, of which you take notice, p. 98. But no better 

reaſoning, I think, can be manufactured for your ſervice 

out of the law of e es RE. 
Of the excluſion of the carnal ſeed, as ſuch, . from 


church ordinances, under the goſpel, I have ſpoken Als 2 | 


ready, p. 49, 50. | ſhall here make tree, in addition to the 
paſſages there cited, to offer to your ſerious conſidera- 
tion 2 Cor. v. 16, 17. — As to an expreſs prohibition, 
which you require, p. 1 32, the total filence of the laws 


of the chriſtian church reſpecting the claim in behalf 


of infants to church ordinances, is equal to ſuch a pro- 


hibition ;—-all poſitive laws include their negatives. 


Here I beg leave to obſerve with Mr, Maclean. 
that The Independents are the moſt inconſiſtent of any 
ſet of people upon this ſubject. They admit that the 
people of the new covenant are diſtinguiſhed from thoſe 


of the old by their having God's law written in their 


hearts, and all of them knowing the Lord from the leaſt 
to the greateſt :— That the ſubjects of Chriſt's kingdom 
are diſtinguiſhed from the worid by their being of the 
truth and hearing his voice, John xvili. 37.— That the 
ſpiritual ſeed are diſtinguiſhed from the fleſhly, by their 
being born again of the ſpirit, by the incorruptible ſeed 
of the word, John iii. 5, 1 Pet. i. 23. And that fhis 


diſtinction is only viſible to us in the profeſſion of their jo 


faith, Acts viii. 37. Rom. x. 9, 10,—But whenever” 
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'of them even ridicule all {uch diſtinctions, * 
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